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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine the implementation status of Response
to Intervention (Rtl) in the elementary schools (N = 35) in one urban school district in
Virginia. The relationship between the implementation of the academic components of
Rtl, collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, the number of referrals for special
education, and student achievement was also investigated. The factor analysis revealed
that Rtl for Academics included Universal Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered
Interventions, and Progress Monitoring. Family Involvement was determined to be a
separate construct made up of two factors, Family Engagement and Physical Presence.
The implementation status of this district indicated that the schools were between early
and full implementation of Rtl for Academics. Rtl for Academics was found to be
significantly correlated with teachers' perceptions ofthe impact ofRtl on the reduction of
the number of referrals for special education (r = .41. p < .05) when controlling for the
socio-economic status of the students. The district mean score for Family Engagement
indicated that parents are engaged in their children's education. Parents' responses
regarding their Physical Presence in the schools ranged from neutral to agree. In this
study, Family Engagement was found to be significantly correlated with Physical
Presence, collective efficacy, and parents' trust in schools. Parents' Trust was found to be
made up of four factors: 1) Trust in the Teacher, 2) Trust in Administration, 3) Trust in
High Standards, and 4) Trust in School Safety. Finally, the Multiple Regression revealed
that these variables when found collectively in schools explain 27% of the variance in
student achievement.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In the current age of accountability, schools continue to search for ways to
demonstrate growth for all learners. Response to Intervention (Rti) offers a framework
designed to unite the efforts of general and special educators in a proactive process
designed to strengthen the general education instructional program by providing support
through tiered interventions (McCook, 2006; Virginia Department of Education [VDOE],
2007). As teachers engage in collaborative problem-solving to identify and implement
interventions based on student's specific areas of needs, faculty have an opportunity to
view their work collectively as capable of having a positive impact on student
achievement (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000). This belief in the collective
ability of the faculty to positively impact student achievement may result in more
children meeting success in general education classrooms, which in tum should lead to
the need for fewer referrals for special education services. Additionally, Rtl offers the
chance to increase parents' trust in the schools through open and honest conversations
regarding the student's current performance in relation to grade-level expectations, as
well as the parent's belief in the competence ofthe faculty as targeted interventions are
employed to meet the educational needs of the child.
Conceptual Framework
This conceptual framework considers the relationship among the academic
components of Response to Intervention, collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools,
referrals to special education services, and student achievement. In developing this
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conceptual framework, the principles and components of Rtl, as well as their alignment
with the facilitating factors for growth of collective efficacy and parents' trust in schools,
will be considered. The relationships of these three constructs center around efforts to
help meet the academic needs of all children.
Both the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA] of 1997 and the
reauthorized Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act [IDEA] of2004
noted that lack of appropriate instruction in reading and math would be a determining
factor in prohibiting a student from being found eligible for special education services.
This, combined with educators' and families' dissatisfaction with the current system for
identifying educational disabilities, led to the consideration for eligibility for these
specialized services being expanded from using only a severe discrepancy model
comparing cognitive level with achievement to the opportunity to identify students who
struggle, provide them with interventions designed to remediate their area of difficulty,
and then monitor their progress in relation to the impact of the intervention. If the
student does not respond positively to these research-based interventions, the information
collected from monitoring the student's progress may then be considered in the process
for making determinations regarding eligibility for special education services. If the
student responds well academically, special education services may not be necessary
(Fletcher, Coulter, Reschly, Vaughn, 2004; IDEA, 2004). This calls for a strengthening
of the instruction and supports offered to general education students by their classroom
teachers and interventionists in an effort to more effectively serve students and help them
achieve academic success.
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Response to Intervention
Principles of Rtf Rtl is defined by the National Association of State Directors of
Special Education [NASDSE] as "the practice of providing high quality instruction and
interventions matched to student need, monitoring progress frequently to make decisions
about changes in instruction or goals, and applying child response data to important
educational decisions" (NASDSE, 2006, p. 2).
NASDSE and the Council of Administrators of Special Education [CASE] joined
together to prepare an overview of Rtl for both general and special educators which
outlined the following core principles of Rtl:
•

We can effectively teach all children.

•

Intervene early.

•

Use a multi-tier model of service delivery.

•

Use a problem-solving method to make decisions within a multi-tier
model.

•

Use research-based, scientifically validated interventions/instruction to the
extent available.

•

Monitor student progress to inform instruction.

•

Use data to make decisions.

•

Use assessments for three different purposes; (1) screening applied to all
children to identify those who are not making progress at expected rates;
(2) diagnostics to determine what children can and cannot do in important
academic and behavioral domains; and (3) progress monitoring to
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determine if academic or behavioral interventions are producing desired
effects (NASDSE, 2006, p. 3).

Components of Rtf The Virginia guidance document for implementing Rtl,
Responsive Instruction: Refining Our Work of Teaching All Children, Virginia's
"Response to Intervention" Initiative (VDOE, 2007), synthesizes the information
in the literature and operationalizes these principles into three key components.
These are universal screening, tiered levels of intervention, and progress
monitoring. Considerable attention is also given to parental involvement in
Virginia's guidance document.

Universal Screening refers to the process of using assessments that are
consistent with the curriculum and measure specific skills that all students are
expected to have achieved at regular intervals throughout the school year (VDOE,
2007). This screening process is conducted three times per year and is used to
identify students in need of intervention. Tiered levels of instruction are offered
based on student need. This need is determined from the results of the universal
screening and can range from additional support in the classroom to small group
or individualized remediation based on the student's response to the intervention
at each tier (VDOE, 2007). Progress monitoring allows educators to quantify a
student's rate of improvement and evaluate the effectiveness ofthe instruction for
a particular student based on that data (National Center on Response to
Intervention, 2009). While family involvement was not listed as one of the three
components specifically identified in the VDOE's guidance document, it is
incorporated in the conceptual framework of this study, because it is identified as
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an essential piece of the Rti process by the Rtl Action Network. In this context,
family involvement refers to the collaboration between schools and families in
support of student achievement (Rtl Action Network, 2009; VDOE 2007).
Through the implementation of these components including universal screening,
effective instruction/tiered intervention, progress monitoring, and parental
involvement, opportunities are in place to improve the collective efficacy of the
teachers and to improve parents' trust in schools.

Collective Efficacy
Collective efficacy " ... refers to the judgment of teachers in a school that the
faculty as a whole can organize and execute courses of action required to have a positive
effect on students" (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004, p. 4). Collective efficacy
directly aligns with the first principle of Rtl which encompasses a unified effort to
effectively teach every child (NASDE & CASE, 2006). This is important to consider as
significant relationships have been identified between collective efficacy and behaviors
of the faculty that lead to increases in student achievement (Bandura, 1993; Goddard,
2002; Tschannen-Moran & Barr 2004). In schools where collective efficacy is high,
there is an expectation for success that leads faculty to put forth the additional effort
necessary to ensure that students learn. On the other hand, when collective efficacy is
low, there is less likelihood that pressure from colleagues will encourage teachers to
persist with students who struggle to learn (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). In
fact, the positive relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement has
been found to be more strongly related to achievement than students' economic status
(Bandura, 1993; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk- Hoy, 2000). Efficacy beliefs have been
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found to be highly related to teachers sharing in instructionally relevant decision making
at the classroom and school level (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004; Moore &
Esselman, 1992).
In addition to having a positive impact on student achievement, collective efficacy
is also attributed with enhancing relationships between parents and teachers (Brinson &
Steiner, 2007). When collective efficacy is high, parents are more frequently sought out
by teachers for educational partnerships in their children's education (Bandura, 1997;
Brinson & Steiner, 2007). These findings are particularly promising as educators work
collaboratively to increase achievement and meet the needs of all learners.
Researchers have suggested that collective efficacy in schools is strengthened by
building the instructional knowledge base and skills of the teachers; providing
opportunities for sharing experiences collaboratively; empowering faculty members to
analyze performance results, provide feedback on the performance for teachers, and take
action; as well as involving educators in the process of making instructional decisions
(Brinson & Steiner, 2007; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk, Hoy, 2004;). Response to
Intervention offers an organizational framework which incorporates a problem-solving
model for making informed decisions based on the data gathered through progress
monitoring (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; NASDSE, 2008; VDOE, 2007). This framework
incorporates the actions suggested in the research as noted above for increasing collective
efficacy within an organization. As educators work through this framework for
identifying students who struggle on the measures of universal screening, provide early
interventions to remediate the areas of difficulty, and monitor the progress of the
students, the academic performance of the students will improve. These higher rates of
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student success also provide a collective mastery level experience for the faculty.

Parents' Trust
As educators work towards helping all children achieve success, they must
consider the importance of parents' trust in schools. Researchers have linked trust
among the educators, parents, and students with student achievement (Adams, 1997).
Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) found that the inclusion of parents in school decisionmaking was positively correlated with faculty trust in the principal, their colleagues, and
in the parents. Through the use of a multiple regression analysis the researchers were
able to discern that the greatest predictor of parental collaboration in decision making at
schools was the level of faculty trust in the students and parents. In fact, the analysis
revealed that approximately two-thirds of this variance in parental collaboration was
explained by faculty trust. This indicates that opportunities for collaboration are greatest
when the faculty trusts the students and parents (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).
Researchers have also found a correlation between schools' socioeconomic levels
and trust. The number of students receiving lunch at free or reduced prices has been
found to explain approximately two-thirds of the variance in trust among schools. This
indicates that low socioeconomic status takes a negative toll on the relationships between
students, parents, and teachers (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001).
Trusting relationships must be built on the facets of trust identified by Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran (1999): "an individual or group's willingness to be vulnerable to
another party based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable,
competent, honest, and open" (p. 189). Subsequently, Parents' Trust is defined in this
study as a parent's willingness to be vulnerable to the school based on their confidence in
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the school to demonstrate behaviors that are benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and
open (adapted from Hoy and Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Additionally, the term parent is
defined as "a person who brings up or cares for another" (Merriam Webster, 1994, p.
532). For the purpose of this study, this definition is expanded to include the person or
persons responsible for the welfare and education of the child such as grandparents and
guardians.
Educators can work to build trust with parents through including them in open
and honest discussions regarding their children's present levels of performance.
Additionally, trust in the competence of the educators can be built by sharing
instructional strategies and methods to be implemented as well as the effectiveness of
those strategies with families (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001; TschannenMoran, 2004).
As poverty was found to hinder trusting relationships more than race and
ethnicity, developing relationships built on the facets of trust is particularly important for
families of low socioeconomic status because when trust is high, schools have been found
to place greater emphasis on academic achievement (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). In order
to increase opportunities to build parent trust, parents must be involved in schools.
Parent involvement is believed to be a variable that can be changed by practices of the
school and teachers (Coleman, 1998). Through helpful interactions, educators can
improve trust in their relationships with families (Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Evidence
further suggests that parental participation at school can positively impact student
achievement even after the cognitive ability of the students and socioeconomic status of
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the families have been factored in (Epstein, 1988; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Mapp,
2004; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Westat and Policy Studies Associates, 2001).

The Rtf Framework. The Rtl framework offers a process which can empower
teachers to work collectively to meet the academic needs of students and engage families
at the earliest stages of academic concern allowing them to build trusting relationships
with schools based on a better understanding of where the child is currently performing
and what actions are being taken to address specific areas of concern. This collaborative
process offers a means for developing educational partnerships among families and
fellow educators which are based on providing supports for student learning, reviewing
data, and making decisions regarding interventions together (Reschly, 2008). As the
success of these academic partnerships flourish within the framework ofRtl, collective
efficacy, parents' trust in schools, and student achievement should increase.
Additionally, referrals for special education services are likely to decrease as the
academic components ofRtl are implemented and collective efficacy, parents' trust, and
student achievement increase. The proposed relationship is expressed in Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework Representing the Proposed Correlation among
The Academic Components ofRti, Collective Efficacy, Parents' Trust in Schools,
Student Achievement, and the Number of Referrals for Special Education

Collective Efficacy
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Student Achievement

Implementation of
Academic Components of
Response to Intervention

•
•

•

•

Universal Screening
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Number of Referrals
for Special Education

25
Statement of the Problem
In order for schools to help all students demonstrate success in academic
achievement, instruction that is responsive to the needs of learners must be employed.
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004 offers an
opportunity to use Response to Intervention (Rti) to target the identification of students
who struggle in academic areas and provide early intervening services to remediate those
areas of concern. Rti has emerged in the current era of educational reform as both a
promising practice and a source of hope for meeting the academic needs of students who
struggle to learn. Rtl is attributed with increasing academic achievement through
effective instruction and intervention and with reducing the rate of special education
referrals (Bollman, Silberglitt, & Gibbons, 2007; Mellard & Johnson, 2008; Tucker &
Sornson, 2007).
While the Rti process holds promise for uniting general and special educators as
well as families towards the common purpose of educating all children, the process has
been slow in making its way to our schools. Although these improvements were made to
IDEA in 2004, studies have found that states are at various stages of implementation
(Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007; Hoover, Baca, WexlerLove, & Saenz, 2008). In a study of the national status of the implementation of Rtl, the
researchers found that three years after the Rti language was signed into law with the
reauthorization of IDEA 2004, our nation is still in the early stages of a national
movement towards Rtl. These researchers did report that large-scale national
implementation ofRti appears to be an "eventual certainty" (Hoover et al., 2008, p. 11).
Subsequently, Hoover et al. (2008) reported that the move from the discrepancy model to
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a student's response to intervention is also gaining momentum.

In calls for future

research, researchers have noted that the implementation status of Rtl within states is
incomplete (Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007; Hoover et al.,
2008). While responders from state departments of education are able to report generally
regarding districts' efforts, they possessed less in-depth knowledge as to the
implementation status of Rti in individual districts (Hoover et al, 2008, p. 11 ).
In addition to the importance of looking at the implementation status within
specific school districts, the relationship between collective efficacy and parents' trust in
schools needed to be investigated within the context of the academic piece of the Rtl
framework. Rti may be a process that is related to collective efficacy and parents' trust
in schools. As noted above, this is particularly important as collective efficacy has a
positive impact on student achievement and building relationships between teachers and
parents. In fact, the relationship between collective efficacy and student achievement is
stronger than the relationship between achievement and socioeconomic status (Bandura,
1993; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk- Hoy, 2000). As trust has also been linked to student
achievement, it is increasingly important to build relationships based on trust with
families especially those of low socioeconomic status as these relationships were most
strained (Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
Significance of the Study
This study is important to both the fields of general and special education as it aims
to provide an analysis of the current practices that align with the essential academic
components called for in the implementation of Rtl in one urban school district in
Virginia. Findings of this study are intended to determine how the information on Rtl is
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making its way to the schools. Additionally, the relationship between the implementation
of the academic components ofRtl, collective efficacy, parents' trust, student
achievement, and the number of referrals for special education were investigated. This
study could provide information to guide additional studies and possibly practices in
similar school districts.
Research Questions
While the implementation of Response to Intervention has been evaluated in
several states and is demonstrating positive outcomes (Jimerson, Bums, &
VanDerHeyden, 2008; McCook, 2006), research on the implementation ofRtl in Virginia
school districts is limited. The Rtl guidance document for Virginia was published and
made available to school districts in October 2007. This study intended to examine the
implementation status of the academic component of Rtl in the elementary schools of one
urban school district in Virginia in relation to the impact of this framework on collective
efficacy, parents' trust, referrals for special education, and student achievement.
Specifically, this study gathered information related to the following research questions:
1. What is the implementation status of the components of Response to
Intervention for academics in the elementary schools in one school district in
Virginia?
2. To what extent is the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for
academics related to the collective efficacy of teachers?
3. To what extent is the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
academics related to parents' trust in schools?
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4. To what extent is the level of implementation ofRti for academics correlated
with the number of referrals for evaluation for special education services
when controlling for socioeconomic status?
5. What is the relationship between the level of implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics and student achievement in reading?
6. What are the relative impacts of the collective efficacy of teachers, parents'
trust in schools, the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for
academics, and the rate of referrals for special education to student
achievement while controlling for socioeconomic status?
Limitations of the Study
Limitations are restrictions of the study over which the researcher is able to exert
no control (Rudestam & Newton, 2007). This study was dependent on the self-reports of
teachers and parents on the survey instruments. The responses of the participants were
assumed to accurately reflect the knowledge and perceptions of the actual practices
employed in their respective schools during the timeframe when the survey was
administered. Perceptions and opinions are limited to individuals and the unique contexts
they represent. This limits the ability to generalize the results of this study beyond the
school district participating in this study. Additionally, while the Parent Climate Survey
was used to survey all parents and the Teacher Climate Survey was provided to all
teachers in the division, the Inclusion Teacher Survey containing the Rtl survey was
initially administered to Special Education and General Education teachers serving as
inclusion teachers. When this yielded only 100 useable responses, the district readministered the survey to all elementary school teachers. For the second distribution, all
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teachers in the building were asked to participate. This second administration yielded an
additional 60 responses for a total of 160 responses. While enough responses were
received to report out at the district level, responses for each school ranged from 2 to 15.
This limits the reliability of the mean scores at the school level for the schools who had
less than five responses. Additionally, on the first administration of the survey used to
collect the Rti data, the district listed the following choices as answers for the Rtl
questions: Fully Implemented, Beginning Discussions, Will Implement in 2009-2010,
Early Implementation Stages, and Fully Implemented. Fully Implemented was listed
twice. On the second version, the choices were revised so that Fully Implemented was
only listed one time.
Delimitations of the Study
Delimitations are limitations to the planned research design that have deliberately
been imposed by the researcher (Rudestam & Newton, 2007). Data collection and
analysis of this study was limited to one school district in Virginia. Due to the focus on
one school district, the findings of this study may not be generalized beyond the school
district studied.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are offered to provide constitutive definitions for terms
discussed during the context of this study:
Collective Efficacy " ... refers to the judgment of teachers in a school that the faculty as a
whole can organize and execute courses of action required to have a positive
effect on students" (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004, p. 4).
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Parent is defined as "a person who brings up or cares for another" (Merriam Webster,
1994, p. 532). For the purpose of this study, this definition is expanded to include
the person responsible for the welfare and education of the child such as
grandparents or guardians.
Parents' Trust is defined as a parent's willingness to be vulnerable to the school based on
their confidence in the school to demonstrate behaviors that are benevolent,
reliable, competent, honest, and open (adapted from Hoy and Tschannen-Moran,
1999).
Progress Monitoring " .. .is used to assess students' academic performance, to quantify a
student rate of improvement or responsiveness to instruction, and to evaluate the
effectiveness of instruction" (National Center on Response to Intervention, 2009,
p. 1). Examples of measures that can be used to accurately indicate students'
performance include the number of words that a student could correctly identify
in two minutes when reading from grade level text (VDOE, 2007).
Response to Intervention (Rtf) is defined as "the practice of providing high quality
instruction and interventions matched to student need, monitoring progress
frequently to make decisions about changes in instruction or goals, and applying
child response data to important educational decisions" (NASDSE, 2006, p. 2).
Tiered Interventions in Virginia refers to providing interventions at three instructional
levels based on students' performance. Tier 1 intervention is the instruction all
students receive in the general education classroom. Tier 2 intervention offers
supplemental support through the provision of research-based instruction in a
small group setting to students in the general education classroom who have not

31
met the established benchmarks for academic performance. Tier 3 interventions
are provided in small groups of one to three for those students who have not
responded successfully to exposure to Tier 1 and 2 interventions (VDOE, 2007).

Trust is defined as "an individual or group's willingness to be vulnerable to another party
based on the confidence that the latter party is benevolent, reliable, competent,
honest, and open" (Hoy and Tschannen-Moran, 1999, p. 189).

Universal Screening is the process of administering assessments to all students that are
consistent with the curriculum to measure specific skills that all students are
expected to have achieved at regular intervals throughout the school year (VDOE,
2007).
Summary
In this chapter, a conceptual framework demonstrating the proposed relationships
among Rtl, collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, student achievement in reading,
and the number of referrals for special education is offered. This study provides an
opportunity to investigate the relationships among these constructs. In Chapter 2, a
literature review is provided that will build the case for how the collaborative Rtl process
may lead to increases in the areas of collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in
schools, and student achievement and to reductions in the number of referrals for special
education services.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter includes a review of the legal and historical foundations of Response
to Intervention; descriptions ofthe components ofRti; and the research-based support for
Rtl, collective efficacy, and parents' trust in schools. The purpose of this literature
review is to present the historical context of educational reform that led to the
development of the Rti framework as well as its potential to impact collective efficacy,
parents' trust in schools, student achievement in reading, and the number of referrals for
special education.
Legal Foundations for Response to Intervention
Former Secretary of Education, Margaret Spellings, defined the current era of
educational reform in America when she stated, "For the first time ever, we are looking
ourselves in the mirror and holding ourselves accountable for educating every child. That
means all children, no matter their race or income level or zip code" (United States
Department of Education, 2005, p. 1). Educational reform in the United States today is
based on one significant issue. This issue involves expanding accountability from
educational access to successful achievement outcomes for all students. The basis for
this reform is well grounded in our nation's history and culminated with the No Child
Left Behind Act that President George Walker Bush signed into law on January 8, 2002.
The principles behind this legislation date back to the U.S. Supreme Court's
decision in Brown v. Board of Education that found "separate but equal" was
unconstitutional as it interfered with the educational opportunities and motivation for
African American students (Sal end, 2001 ). This ruling established the foundation
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necessary for other advocacy groups to challenge commonly accepted practices that
discriminated against students by limiting access to high quality educational programs as
a result of disabilities, differences in language, gender, or ethnicity. Following the
passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Elementary and Secondary Act became law
in 1965. This act established the role of the federal government in ensuring that access to
quality educational programs was also possible for underprivileged students. The
Education for All Handicapped Children Act, P.L. 94-142, which mandated educational
rights for students with disabilities, was passed in 1975 (Sands, Kozleski, & French,
2000). P.L. 94-142 was updated and reauthorized in 1997 as the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act and in 2004 as the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEA). The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is a reauthorization of
the Elementary and Secondary Act that was designed to ensure accountability, flexibility,
and increased federal support for education. These federal laws serve as the basis for
Congress' most profound attempt in our nation's history to eliminate the achievement gap
among diverse populations by mandating not only access for all students but also positive
outcomes.
No Child Left Behind and National Achievement Outcomes
Since the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB] (2001), schools have
been challenged yet unable to obtain the noble goal of ensuring academic success in
achievement outcomes for every student. The accountability mandated in NCLB has
evolved into measurable terms that have helped states and local education agencies
identify specific issues related to the achievement of students. NCLB requires states to
set annual objectives in many areas including performance in reading and math and the
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percentage of students graduating from high school. These annual objectives must be
achieved by each of the following subgroups: white, black, Hispanic, students with
disabilities, students who are economically disadvantaged, and students with limited
English proficiency. These annual measurable objectives (AMO) increase incrementally
each year until2013-2014 when federal law requires the goal of 100 percent success for
all students. Schools and divisions that are able to meet these annual objectives for each
subgroup are considered to have met Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP). The National
Center for Education Statistics (2008) reports that as of the 2005-2006 school year, there
were 98,905 schools in the United States. Ofthose schools, only 70% (64,546) were able
to meet the benchmarks for A YP. While educators have made great strides towards
helping all students achieve academic success since the implementation of the No Child
Left Behind Act, 30% of schools nationwide continue to struggle to meet the annual
benchmarks for AYP (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008).
In the United States, the area of reading achievement is of particular concern.
The National Reading Panel (NRP) was created in response to the Successful Reading
Research and Instruction Act which was introduced in 1997. This act revealed a need for
more information in the area of reading practices as at least 20% of elementary school
children in the United States could not read at basic levels. In some states, these numbers
increased to as much as 50-60%. Further, this act suggested that most, 90-95%, of the
children who were reading below level could be brought up to average in terms of
reading skills if they were identified during kindergarten or first grade and received
instruction in early intervention programs. Research findings from the Successful
Reading Research and Instruction Act also revealed that if early intervention programs
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were delayed until the children reached the age of nine, 75% of those children would
continue to experience difficulties in reading through high school (National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development, 2000).
These findings of success through early intervention offer hope for many
struggling readers. This becomes especially relevant when considering the National
Center for Education Statistics (2008) reported results of the 2007 reading performance
across the nation of students in grades 4 and 8 on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress [NAEP]. While the NAEP data reflect that scaled scores for many of the
subgroups have improved, the data does reveal that 33% of fourth grade students are still
reading at the "below basic" level. At 8th grade, 26% of students read "below basic".
Additionally, the data continue to reflect a gap in the achievement rates between
particular groups. African American students, Hispanic students, and students from low
socio-economic backgrounds received scaled scores more than 25 points lower than their
white counterparts (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008). Additionally, of the
49,676,964 students who attended schools in the United States in 2007, 13.6% ofthose
students were identified as having disabilities (National Center for Education Statistics,
2008). According to the U.S. Office of Special Education Programs web resource, The
Access Center for Improving Outcomes for All Students K-8, 70-80% of students who
are identified with specific learning disabilities have impairments in the area of reading.

NCLB and Achievement Outcomes in Virginia
In Virginia, monitoring the progress of the annual measurable objectives (AMO)
includes measuring the percentage of students who are able to receive a passing score of
proficient or advanced on the Standards of Learning (SOL) assessments in the areas of
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reading and math achievement. Annual report cards for schools and divisions are issued
at the state level. According to the Virginia Department of Education [VDOE] (2008),
the state's school report card revealed that only 74% (N=1,355) of schools met the
benchmarks for A YP. Fifty-four school divisions (41 %) made A YP and 78 (59%) did
not. At the division level, meeting A YP is the collective result of the individual schools'
within the district ability to meet the AMO. The State Performance Report from the
Virginia Department of Education (VDOE, 2008) indicates that Virginia did not meet
state benchmarks in reading for students with disabilities for the past three school years.
In the area of math performance, neither the black students nor the students with
disabilities met the state benchmarks for 2007-2008. Additionally, the 2006-2007
graduation rates for the state of Virginia indicate that approximately 30% of black
students, Hispanics, students identified as economically disadvantaged, and students with
Limited English Proficiency did not earn high school diplomas. Of students with
disabilities, 58% did not receive high school diplomas (VDOE, 2008). While the
achievement data for the state of Virginia indicate that many children are served well,
they also reveal that in order to help every student meet success, strides must be made to
reach learners who continue to struggle.
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004
In 2002, the National Research Council on Minority Overrepresentation in
Special Education, the Learning Disabilities Summit initiated by the U.S. Office of
Special Education Programs, and the President's Commission on Excellence in Special
Education released reports suggesting that through more effective reading instruction the
number of students eligible for special education services could be reduced (Fletcher,
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Coulter, Reschly, & Vaughn, 2004). The President's Commission on Excellence in
Special Education was charged with examining current practice and offering
recommendations for improvement. Three major recommendations were made. First,
expectations for all students should be raised with a focus on results. Second, a model of
prevention through early identification and the use of scientifically-based interventions
should be embraced. The third recommendation encouraged educators to share
responsibility for student outcomes by viewing students with disabilities as general
education students first (President's Commission on Excellence in Special Education,
2002). These recommendations paved the way for the improvements made in the
reauthorization of IDEA.
In an effort to unite general and special education towards the common goal of
success for all students, IDEA (2004) offered three significant changes in support ofRtl.
First, school districts were no longer required to use the discrepancy model for finding
students eligible for special education services. This practice had been in place since the
passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975.
Many viewed the process for students who experienced academic and/or behavioral
difficulties during these years as a transition through three stages described as the "refertest-place" approach (Gresham, 2007, p.10). Traditionally, this process included
referring the student with an academic and/or behavioral difficulty to a child study team.
In an effort to get additional help for the student, this referral was often met with a
decision to evaluate to determine if the student was eligible for specialized services as a
student with a disability (Gresham, 2007). Historically, a determination of eligibility for
these specialized services required a discrepancy between cognitive ability and
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achievement that was often perceived as a "wait to fail" model as students had to
demonstrate a significant difference between achievement and cognitive ability prior to
being found eligible for services (Mellard & Johnson, 2008).
The second change in IDEA 2004 provided school districts with the opportunity
to use a process to determine if the student responded to interventions that were researchbased as part of the procedures for evaluating eligibility for specialized services. This
opportunity to use a process where the students' response to intervention could be
considered addressed many concerns regarding the lack of opportunities for early
intervention and the over-identification of children for special education with regard to
the lack of quality instruction (Lipson & Wixson, 2008).
The third significant change addressed in IDEA 2004 involved the ability of the
school districts to use as much as 15% of the federal funding for the development and
implementation of early intervention services for students in grades K -12 who are not
currently identified as students with disabilities but who do need academic and behavioral
supports to meet success in the general education classroom (IDEA, 2004; Mellard &
Johnson, 2008; National Association of State Directors of Special Education [NASDSE],
2008). Collectively, these changes represent a response to the concerns of practitioners
and families as well as a continuation of legislative efforts to strengthen the relationship
between general and special education to help all children achieve success utilizing the
proactive and preventative process of Response to Intervention. As educators unite to
answer this call to help every child meet success through the collaborative framework of
Response to Intervention, the impact of the implementation of this framework in school
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districts and its impact on the social processes of collective efficacy and trust prompt
additional investigation.

Code of Virginia
As this study specifically focused on the implementation and impact of Rtl in one
school division in Virginia, it is necessary to investigate the legal foundations at the state
level. Several sections of the Standards of Quality outlined in the Code of Virginia offer
a firm basis for the state to continue to develop practices consistent with the academic
component of the Rtl framework (VDOE, 2007). These include that high expectations
are established statewide for all students as they are expected to obtain the educational
objectives for their respective grade levels (Sec. 22.1-253.13:1(B)). Local school boards
are charged with the development and implementation of prevention and intervention
programs for students considered to be at risk educationally. These programs must
include but are not limited to providing services for all students in third through eighth
grades who do not pass any of the Standards of Learning assessments (Sec. 22.1253.13:1 (C). Local school districts are also called upon to include procedures for
identifying students in danger of not passing the annual Standards of Learning
assessments and including them in the remediation programs (Sec. 22.1-253.13:1(C)).
The remediation that is provided to students must match the academic needs of the
learners (Sec. 22.1-253.13:1(C)).
Local school boards must also work with their districts to ensure that the
development of a plan to meet the academic needs of struggling learners becomes a
district-wide priority. This plan must incorporate procedures for evaluating the progress
ofthese students (Sec. 22.1-253.13:1(D) (8)). Further, each local school board must adopt
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a long-range plan which includes information on the collection and analysis of data
including how the data will be used to improve instruction and increase student
achievement (Sec. 22.2-253.13:6(B)). Specifically, these plans are expected to
incorporate early identification and intervention for students with reading difficulties
including the use of instructional strategies and reading practices which enhance the
development of reading skills for all students (Sec. 22.1-253.13:1(D) (11). These
sections of the Standards of Quality from the Code of Virginia provide a strong
foundation for further development of practices consistent with the Rti framework.
Historical Foundations of Response to Intervention
The implementation of a process to recommend interventions for consideration
prior to evaluating a student for eligibility for special education services has been a topic
of study for more than three decades (Crockett, 2005). Fuchs, Fuchs, and Bahr (1990)
define prereferral interventions as " ... a teacher's modification of instruction or classroom
management to better accommodate a difficult-to-teach pupil without disabilities" (p.
128). Prior to Rtl, the research studies on prereferral interventions reportedly fell into
four main categories. These include Teacher Assistance Teams, Mainstream Assistance
Teams, Prereferral Intervention Teams-Consultative Model, and Instructional Support
Teams (Crockett, 2005).

Teacher Assistance Teams
The model for Teacher Assistance Teams (TAT) was developed by Chalfant and
his colleagues (1979). TATs are attributed with offering a collaborative problem solving
process which empowers teachers, provides intervention for struggling students, and
appropriately identifies students referred for consideration of eligibility for special
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education services (Chalfant, Pysh, & Moultrie, 1979). Additionally, members ofthese
collaborative teams reported that through their service on these intervention teams they
increased their own skills, identified prospective interventions, learned to understand the
perspectives of others from various disciplines, and developed a stronger appreciation for
their fellow educators (Walther-Thomas, Korinek, McLaughlin, & Williams, 2000).
Concerns of teachers regarding this model include not having the time necessary to learn
and practice the strategies proposed and the lack of data indicating actual changes in the
student's achievement level (Crockett, 2005).

Prereferral Intervention Team - Consultative Model
The second category for consideration is the Prereferral Intervention TeamConsultative Model. This model differs from TATs in that school resource personnel,
especially school psychologists, are employed to help the teachers identify practices to be
implemented in the classroom (Graden, Casey, & Christenson, 1985). Benefits ofthis
model included an increase in the number of students meeting their educational
requirements and a decrease in the number of referrals for eligibility for special education
services. Drawbacks noted for this model included an over-reliance on specialized
personnel and a lack of follow through for implementing suggested interventions which
was thought to be attributed to a lack of ownership in this process by teachers (Crockett,
2005).

Mainstream Assistance Teams
Mainstream Assistance Teams (MATs) make up the third category ofprereferral
interventions. In the late 1980s, the United States Office of Special Education supported
an Enhancing Instructional Programs Options research project through Vanderbilt
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University. The researchers, professors at the university, collaborated with an urban
school district over a period of three years to develop this MAT approach of teacher
consultation using behavioral consultation. The four stages ofMATs included
identification of the problem, analysis of the problem, implementation of the plan, and
problem evaluation. MATs were implemented in four inner city middle schools.

The

researchers found that the teams experienced difficulty designing and using interventions
that were effective and, with the amount of time involved, in working through the process
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bahr, 1990). Over the course of the three-year study in an effort to
become more efficient and effective, the team was reduced to one consultant who was the
school's guidance counselor and the referring teacher. Referring teachers were presented
with a short list of empirically validated interventions from which to select. The
researchers found that while this process strengthened the fidelity of the interventions,
problems remained. The teachers reported that the interventions were too difficult and
time consuming for them to implement in the classroom (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bahr, 1990).

Instructional Support Teams
Instructional Support Teams (ISTs) are the fourth category in the evolution of
prereferral interventions leading to the development of the essential components utilized
in Rti. The IST approach emerged in Pennsylvania in the early 1990s in response to an
economic shortfall related to special education funding. The state legislature agreed to
cover the $1 00 million deficit in return for the state board of education revamping the
special education system (Hartman & Fay, 1996). TheIST initiative was developed as a
prereferral system to reduce the number of students requiring special education by
serving students more effectively in regular education. Over the course of the following
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five years, all 501 Pennsylvania school districts implemented theIST model with the goal
of providing intervening services through general education instruction for students who
were considered at risk for failure. Members of IST teams included the building
principal, a teacher or consultant to help provide support, and the referring teacher.
Additional members who participated based on the needs of the student included
guidance counselors, the school psychologist, math specialists, reading specialists, the
school nurse, and other teachers. Parents were also encouraged to serve as members of
theIST for their own child. The support teacher/consultant was specially trained and
worked under the direction of the building principal. The support teacher did not have an
assigned caseload. The support teacher's main role was to facilitate theIST process. The
training components for the IST process included using a collaborative problem solving
process to identify the specific area of academic difficulty, establish measurable goals,
and select instructional strategies to address the area of difficulty for implementation.
The support teacher would help the classroom teacher receive the assistance needed to
ensure that the intervention was implemented. The effectiveness of the intervention in
addressing the area of difficulty would then be evaluated. The IST model has been found
to reduce the number of students referred for and found eligible for special education
services. Additionally, the number of retentions has been found to be much lower at the
school level with some schools implementing this model reporting reductions of as much
as 67% (Kovaleski, Tucker, Duffy, Lowery, & Gickling, 1995).
Each of the prereferral intervention models discussed above was developed in
response to educators recognizing that effective instruction in the general education
classroom might be a critical factor in helping students meet success in the classroom and
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subsequently reducing the numbers of students eligible for special education services.
During the reauthorization ofiDEA 1997, the National Joint Committee on Learning
Disabilities voiced concerns to the United States Office of Special Education Programs
(OSEP) regarding children having to wait to fail before being found eligible for special
education services as well as the inaccurate identification considered to be at least
partially due to the lack of effective instruction of large numbers of students being found
to have Specific Learning Disabilities [SLD] (National Center for Learning Disabilities,
2009). OSEP responded with what came to be known as the "Learning Disabilities
Initiative" (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2009, p. 1). This initiative called
on researchers, educators, and stakeholders to develop procedures that would improve the
identification process for students with specific learning disabilities (SLD).
When the Learning Disabilities Initiative began, identification of students with
SLD was almost always based on the determination of a severe discrepancy between
achievement and intellectual ability in one or more of the following academic areas: oral
expression, listening comprehension, written expression, basic reading skills, reading
comprehension, mathematics calculation, and mathematics reasoning (IDEA, 1997;
Reschly & Hosp, 2004). The discrepancy model compared standard scores of nationally
normed measures of cognition with measures of achievement to identify a discrepancy.
The primary dilemma with this approach was that students were not identified until they
had experienced academic failure for years. An additional difficulty with using the
discrepancy model involved inherent measurement problems (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs,
Bryant, Davis, 2008). Rtl gained popular support during this time with educators as a
possible alternative to the discrepancy model. This was largely due to Rtl's ability to
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eliminate the method of waiting for failure as the Rtl framework calls for students to
receive instructional interventions that are scientifically-based at the first sign of
difficulty with learning (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2009). Rtl is also
viewed as a process which permits practitioners to be able to distinguish between
inadequate instruction and the presence of a disability as the explanation for low
achievement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1998).
OSEP funded the National Research Center for Learning Disabilities (NRCLD) in
2001 with the purpose of identifying Rtl models and creating standard procedures for the
identification of students with SLD to be used by states. This research helped lead to the
removal of the federal requirement for using the discrepancy model for the identification
of students with SLD from IDEA during the 2004 reauthorization. Instead, an
amendment was added which states, "a local education agency (LEA) may use a process
that determines if the child responds to scientific, research-based intervention as a part of
the evaluation procedures" (IDEA, 2004).
The Rti framework is recognized by many educators as representative of
education's shift away from referring children who struggle academically for evaluation
for special education to a system that incorporates methods for addressing the difficulties
of the prereferral initiatives of the past by including effective instruction in the classroom,
monitoring of progress, and the implementation of tiered interventions before referrals
are made for special education (National Center for Learning Disabilities, 2009). Some
researchers refer to this shift as a move from a "test and treat" model to a model of "treat
and test" indicating that the focus should be on the provision of effective instruction
(Fletcher, Coulter, Reschly, & Vaughn, 2004).

46
Virginia's Context for Prereferral Interventions Leading to
the Essential Components of Rtl
Virginia's work with prereferral interventions began prior to the call for Rtl in
IDEA 2004. A psychologist working with the VDOE, Don Fleming, was charged with
finding effective methods of addressing the increasing numbers of special education
referrals in the state as well as the over identification of minority students as students
with mental retardation and/or emotional disturbance. In December 1999, the
educational leaders from the VDOE, both in Richmond and at the Training and Technical
Assistance Centers (T/TAC) in conjunction with Todd Gravois and Ed Gickling began
developing twelve elementary Instructional Support Team (IST) model sites across the
state based on the work of Joe Kovaleski and Jim Tucker (VDOE, 2008).

Instructional Support Teams (ISTs)
TheIST teams were defined as" ... multi-disciplinary school based teams
specially trained in communication, collaboration, instructional assessment, data
gathering, data analysis, and problem solving skills (VDOE, 2008, p. 2). One key feature
of theIST teams included a full-time IST teacher who was responsible for staff
development, team development, and case management. The VDOE assisted the pilot
locations with funding to purchase materials for training and to help pay part of the salary
ofthe IST teacher for the first three years of the implementation ofiST (Pennell, 2001).
These pilot schools also received intensive training from consultants and monthly support
and assistance from specialists at three T/TAC centers including The College of William
and Mary, Virginia Commonwealth University, and George Mason University (Pennell,
2001). In 2001, the VDOE reported reductions in the number of referrals for special
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education services ranging from 25 to 75 percent. School psychologists reported that the
decrease in the need for testing time allowed them to have more time to help provide
intervention to students (NASDSE, 2002). In this model, some of the essential
components which have become part of Rtl were present. These included instructional
assessment, data gathering, data analysis, and problem solving skills.
Instructional Consultation Teams (ICTs)

In 2008, the VDOE IST project went through a transition to align itself more
closely with the best practices of instruction and consultation of the Instructional
Consultation Assistance Teams Resources model. These best practices were based on the
research and practices of Todd Gravois and Sylvia Rosenfield (VDOE, 2008). The teams
using these practices and this multi-step problem solving process became known in
Virginia as Instructional Consultation Teams (ICTs). ICTs begin with a request for
assistance from the teacher and then move through establishing baseline data of
performance, designing and implementing interventions, and then monitoring the
student's progress from the impact of the intervention. ICT incorporates the tenets of
NCLB and IDEA 2004 including providing structures for increased accountability for
student performance, data-based decision-making, implementing practices which are
evidence-based, focusing on the outcomes of general education students, and enhancing
the professional training ofteachers (Fontana, 2008).
Instructional consultation teams across Virginia are operative at two types of sites:
model sites or expansion sites. The model sites received this status through their
successful response to two validation visits. The first phase of this validation process
includes following all of the ICT process requirements both structurally and procedurally.
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The second phase of validation is conducted to ensure conformity with the ICT process in
regard to practices in each of five areas. These five areas for review of practices include
teacher consultation, identification of the problem, evaluation, progress monitoring, and
collaboration of the team. The four model sites in the Commonwealth include Surry
Elementary School in Surry County, Applepie Ridge Elementary in Frederick County,
Lee-Jackson Elementary in Matthews County, and Oceanair Elementary in Norfolk City.
Additionally, 22 more schools currently implement the ICT process throughout the state.
These schools receive the same evaluation of implementation and training that the model
sites receive (VDOE, 2008).
ICT Teams receive intensive instructional training and support. These teams
initially receive three days of training from TIT AC which includes direct instruction,
modeling, and opportunities for practice in the areas of communication; team building;
consultation; application of the problem-solving method; assessment of instruction;
record-keeping and graphing practices; progress monitoring; and instructional strategies
in the core academic areas of reading, writing, and math. Additionally, ICT facilitators
receive approximately thirteen additional training days. The focus of this training
includes learning to facilitate team interactions and the development of skills for
instructional and behavioral assessment. Following the training, T/TAC visits ICT sites in
their region to help work through any difficulties the team encounters as the team works
to apply what they have learned.
The ICT facilitators also receive specialized instruction to support their work.
The facilitators are provided with opportunities to participate in networking sessions
throughout the school year. These two-part sessions bring together VDOE, T/TAC staff,
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and ICT facilitators for a chance to share the successes and challenges faced by the teams
and to participate in professional development designed to address the expressed needs of
the facilitators and school teams. Future plans of the VDOE include plans to offer annual
summer institutes based on the needs and wishes of the teams at one of the state
universities in hopes of providing a "retreat-like" atmosphere (VDOE, 2008, p. 6). The
school division which will be the focus of this study has a total of three schools noted by
the VDOE (2008) as implementing the ICT process. These include one model site, and
two expansion sites.
While neither theIST nor the ICT process was meant to be a pre-cursor to the Rti
framework, key features of these initiatives such as the establishment ofbaseline data of
performance, the identification of a problem, collaboration with a team to design and
implement interventions, progress monitoring, and evaluation have been recognized as
effective in helping students achieve. This work seems to have served as a stepping stone
in the development of what have become the essential components of Rti.

Introduction of Rtf in Virginia
During the 2007-2008 school year, the VDOE offered three statewide institutes
aimed at developing an understanding of Rti and addressing implementation for schools.
These trainings included presentations on the key principles and essential components of
Rti including Universal Screening, Progress Monitoring, Tiered Interventions, and
considerations for implementation. At that time, the VDOE also announced their
intention to develop pilot sites for the 2008-2009 school year. The purpose of the pilot
project was to provide support for school districts to implement the Rti process and glean
best practices to be shared with districts throughout the state (VDOE, 2007).
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Fifteen school districts were identified as pilot sites for the implementation of Rtl
beginning during the 2007-2008 (VDOE, 2008)

Components of Rtf The VDOE developed an Rtl Guidance Document,
Responsive Instruction: Refining Our Work of Teaching All Children, Virginia's
"Response to Intervention" Initiative (VDOE, 2007), to support the implementation of
Rtl in local school districts across the state. This document became available to local
school districts in November 2007. This document outlines the essential components of
Rtl which include Universal Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered Intervention, and
Progress Monitoring. While family involvement is not listed as a specific component in
the guidance document, it is incorporated in the conceptual framework of this study and
is addressed in the guidance document in its own chapter. The Rtl Action Network does
list Parent Involvement as an essential component of the Rti Process. Each of the
components ofRti as outlined in the guidance document from the VDOE is explained
below. Family involvement is also discussed as Rtl offers opportunities for parents to
become more involved in their children's education.

Universal Screening. Universal screening offers a process for identifying
students who are in need of additional assessments and/or interventions. The National
Association for States Directors of Special Education [NASDSE] and the Council of
Administrators of Special Education [CASE] describe this component in terms of
learning rate and level of performance for each child. Learning rate is the term used to
refer to a student's academic or behavioral growth compared to previous performance for
the student as well as the growth rates of peers. Level of performance refers to the
student's performance compared to the expected performance on a criterion or norm-
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referenced assessment (NASDSE, 2006). Universal screening provides information
regarding how individual students as well as the class as a whole are performing on
standardized or curriculum-based measures [CBMs] in order to identify issues related to
curriculum or classroom instruction. The core instruction is considered to be effective
when most students are able to demonstrate proficiency on the measure. The VDOE
recommends that universal screenings be conducted in the general education classroom at
least three times each year (VDOE, 2007).
Effective Instruction and Tiered Interventions. This component addresses the use of

high-quality instruction and interventions. Effective instruction involves providing early
intervening services for students who struggle. Specifically, this involves matching
evidence-based instruction and interventions which have been proven to yield high levels
oflearning for most students to the needs of the learner. The student's response to this
instruction or intervention is then assessed and changes are made to the instruction or
intervention being implemented based on the individual student's learning (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2006; NASDSE, 2006; VDOE 2007). This tiered system of service is designed to
promote the success of all students and can also be used as an opportunity for the proper
identification of students with disabilities. This tiered system of intervention offered in
the Rtl process provides data to demonstrate that students have been provided effective
evidence-based instruction/intervention prior to participation in the eligibility process. In
most models, instruction in the general education classroom serves as the primary
intervention (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, & Davis, 2008). Instruction that is
effective encompasses the first Tier of a three-tiered system of instruction and
intervention in Virginia. Tier 1 instruction includes high quality, evidence-based
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instruction in the core curriculum provided by the general education classroom teacher.
The effectiveness of this instruction can be determined by the percentage of students who
are successful in learning this core curriculum (VDOE, 2007). Ifless than 75 to 85
percent of students are successful, the core instruction may need to be strengthened
(Good, Simmons, & Smith, 2001). Tier 2 instruction is supplemental and targeted to the
student's area of need. This additional instruction involves intervention in a small group
setting and is usually able to meet the needs of 10 to 15 percent of the students served.
For the 5 to 10 percent of students who are unable to meet success with Tier 2
interventions, individualized interventions are offered at Tier 3 (VDOE, 2007).

Progress Monitoring. Instruction must also be informed by monitoring the
progress of students through ongoing assessments.

In an effort to provide states and

school districts with assistance in this area the United States Department of Education's
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) established the National Center on Student
Progress Monitoring. This center is designed to provide support identifying,
implementing, and sustaining progress monitoring practices that are proven to work.
This information is disseminated nationally through web services, regional meetings, and
national conferences. Fuchs and Oxaal (2008) describe the two major purposes of
progress monitoring as identifying the rate of response to instruction and building more
effective educational programs. They also provide a description of two different forms of
progress monitoring. Curriculum-based measurements (CBMs) are offered as a method
to determine instructional level. Mastery measurement is used to identify short-term
mastery on instructional objectives. Fuchs and Oxaal note that curriculum-based
measurement is the preferred method of progress monitoring for which most of the
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scientific support exists. Fuchs, Fuchs, and Hamlett (2007) help distinguish the
importance of CBMs as compared to other classroom assessments by noting three distinct
differences. These include: a) CBMs are standardized; b) The testing methods and
degree of difficulty of the assessment remain constant allowing for weekly comparisons
of equivalent measures; and c) the content sampled each week represents the performance
necessary by the end of the year. These measures are important as the monitoring of
progress guides instruction and the need for additional or continued interventions (Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Hamlett, 2007; NASDSE, 2006; VDOE, 2007). Through monitoring the
progress of students, important educational decisions based on the student's response to
instruction across a multi-tiered structure of interventions must be made. These decisions
may also include those related to eligibility for special education and for determining
when a student may be ready to exit these specialized services (NASDSE, 2006;
Gibbons, 2008). Reform initiatives currently underway to ensure the academic success of
all children incorporate the need for effective instruction which includes universal
screening, multiple tiers of effective instruction and intervention, and progress
monitoring (VDOE, 2007).

Family Involvement. Family involvement involves collaboration between schools
and families to support the student's learning. Positive relationships are enhanced
through efforts with the problem-solving process which can serve as the structure for
sharing information, setting and working towards goals, and for fostering collective
responsibility (Reschly, 2008). Additionally, the VDOE (2007) guidance document calls
for parents to be regularly informed of how their children are responding to interventions
as well as "included in all instructional decisions about their children" (p. 48).
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Research has shown that collaboration among families and schools is positively
related to improvements in students' academic performance (Conway & Houtenville,
2008; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Jeynes, 2005; Reschly, 2008; Walther-Thomas,
Korinek, McLaughlin, & Williams, 2000). In a meta-analysis considering the
relationship between parental involvement and the achievement of students in urban
elementary schools, 41 studies were examined (Jeynes, 2005). The researchers found
that the relationship between parent involvement was statistically significant for
academic achievement, grade point average, and performance on standardized tests.
Additionally, the researchers found that programs designed to enhance parent support in
their child's education were positively related to achievement for urban students. The
impact of the specific components of parental involvement was also considered. These
included parental expectations, parental reading, checking homework, parental style, and
specific parental involvement. The researchers found that while each of these
components were related to outcomes in achievement both positively and significantly,
parental expectations and style demonstrated the strongest relationships with
achievement. An additional finding of interest was that teachers' perceptions were also
influenced by parental involvement. Grades are believed to be reflective of positive
relationships between teachers and parents, teamwork between parents and teachers due
to increased communication, and an acknowledgement of the parents' efforts from the
teacher (Jeynes, 2005).
Henderson and Mapp (2002) synthesized 51 research studies that considered the
relationship between parental involvement and student achievement. Their work led
them to conclude that the relationship between family involvement with schools and
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student achievement holds true regardless of socioeconomic status, ethnicity, or
educational background (Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Mapp, 2004). These findings
support research on characteristics of effective schools that found parental support and
involvement to be one of the organizational variables found in effective schools that are
able to positively impact the achievement of students even when controlling for
socioeconomic status (Purkey & Smith, 1983). Benefits of parental involvement for
students include higher grade point averages and rates of achievement on standardized
tests, enrollment in rigorous academic programs, higher pass rates for classes and for
number of credits earned, better attendance rates, stronger social skills, and
improvements in behavior at school and at home (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
We stat and Policy Studies Associates (200 1) conducted a study of the impact of
several standards-based reform practices on student achievement for the U.S. Department
of Education. The researchers studied 71 Title I elementary schools. Title I is a federal
program designed to improve the academic achievement of students of low socioeconomic status. The results indicated that when teachers reached out to parents of lowperforming students through face-to-face meetings, providing materials to the families so
they could help their child at home, and through routine phone calls as well as when the
student was having difficulties, achievement in reading and math improved. In the
schools where high levels of outreach to parents were reported, test scores increased at a
rate of 40% more than in schools where low levels of outreach from teachers to families
were reported.
While it is well documented that family involvement impacts achievement,
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it is important to understand the types of involvement in which families can participate.
Epstein (200 1) identified six types of parent involvement. The first type refers to the
responsibility of the family through parenting to establish an environment at home that
supports student's learning. The second involves communication between the school and
home about school programs and student's progress. Volunteering at school including
assisting teachers and students, supporting performances and sports events, and attending
workshops or training to improve the skills of the participants is the third type of
involvement. Learning at home is the fourth type. This refers to teachers providing
information to families on how they can help their children improve academic skills. The
fifth type involves including parents in decision-making roles through the Parent Teacher
Association (PTA) and through committees at the school, district, and even state levels.
Collaborating with the community is the sixth type. This includes the identification and
integration of resources available in the community for strengthening school programs,
practices of families, and the development and learning of students (Epstein, 2001 ).
The National Parent Teacher Association (2009) developed six national standards
based on Epstein's work for Family-School Partnerships. The first standard includes
welcoming families as active participants into the school community and helping them
feel connected to school staff and to what students are learning in their classes.
Meaningful and effective communication between families and the faculty about student
learning is the second standard. Collaboration to support students' success at home and
at school through opportunities to strengthen the knowledge and skills of the families so
they are able to more effectively support their children is the third standard. The fourth
standard involves empowering families to be advocates for other children as well as their
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own and to ensuring that all children are treated fairly and are able to access opportunities
for learning that support students' success. Sharing power in making decisions that affect
students and their families is the fifth standard. Collaboration with the community to
bridge a connection between students, families, and faculty for expanded opportunities
for learning, service to the community, and civic participation make up the sixth standard
(National Parent Teacher Association, 2009). The underlying theme in each of these
standards is partnerships that support student success in learning. The Rtl framework
supports these standards and provides for meaningful collaboration between families and
schools to promote student success.
Research Base for Implementation of Response to Intervention
While the Rti process holds promise for uniting general and special educators as
well as families towards the common purpose of educating all children, we must consider
if this information is making its way to our schools and whether it is helping to make the
desired difference. A limited number of studies have been conducted to consider the
implementation status of Response to Intervention within our nation. These are discussed
below.
National Implementation Status
One study was conducted through the Special Education Leadership and Quality
Teacher Initiative through the University of Colorado's BUENO Center- School of
Education. The purpose of this study was to develop a more complete understanding of
the status of Rtl implementation at the national level from the perspective of state
directors of Special Education or their designees who would be considered closely
involved and knowledgeable of the Rti efforts of the state (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love,
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& Saenz, 2008). As this study was meant to generate information at the national level,

the information was reported collectively and no data were identified by individual state.
This study utilized a survey to collect information from each of the fifty states and the
District of Columbia. The response rate for the survey was 86% which indicated that 44
of the 51 requested respondents participated in the study. Sixteen states reported that
their state was in the planning stages for Rtl implementation. Twenty-eight states
reported that Rtl was currently being implemented in their state. Respondents were then
asked to report the percentage of districts within the state that were currently
implementing Rtl. Seventeen states reported that fewer than ten percent of districts
within their respective states were currently using Rtl. Eleven states reported that
implementation for their state included 10-25% of local school districts. Four states
responded that 26-50% of their districts were using Rtl. Only one state indicated that
more than 75% of their districts used Rtl. Eleven states left this question unanswered or
reported that statistics to answer the question were not known. These researchers
concluded that while Rti implementation does exist at the national level, an
understanding ofthe implementation within states is incomplete. Specifically, some
respondents at the state department of education level could provide general knowledge
about the efforts of the school districts in their states; however, in-depth knowledge of the
implementation status of individual districts was lacking (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love, &
Saenz, 2008).
The Council of Administrators of Special Education (CASE) and Spectrum K-12
conducted a nationwide survey to consider the Rtl adoption rate and implementation
effectiveness ofRti in March of2007 and again in March of2008. Four hundred twenty-
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four respondents participated in the 2008 study through the completion of an electronic
survey. Participants included state directors of Special Education, Rtl coordinators, and
Assistant Superintendents. Researchers found that 60 percent of the school districts
participating in the study reported that they were either piloting the Rtl process,
beginning to implement Rtl district wide, or currently had Rtl in place. Forty-seven
percent of districts reported having a defined Rti process. Additionally, the researchers
discovered that the Rtl implementation levels of participating districts increased from 44
percent in March 2007 to 60 percent in March of2008. 71% of districts reported that the
Rtl process is used to identify students for additional support. While most districts
reported planning to implement Rtl at the middle and high school levels, these results
indicated that Rtl is most widely implemented at the elementary level largely in the area
of reading. The effectiveness of Rti in this study was measured in terms of both
Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP) and the number of referrals to special education. The
researchers found that the districts with sufficient data to consider reported improvements
in achievement as measured by AYP (38%). Unfortunately, 62% ofthe participants in
this study reported having insufficient data for determining whether the number of
referrals to special education decreased (CASE & Spectrum, 2008).

Rtf implementation at the State Level
In an effort to take a closer look at the work of individual states, a study was
conducted by the Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center. The
implementation status ofRti in seven states was investigated (Great Lakes West
Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007.) These seven states included California,
Florida, Illinois, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Texas. State Special Education
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Directors served as the respondents. The researchers found that levels of engagement in
Rtl varied widely among the seven states as well as within school divisions within the
states. California reported that the use of Rtl practices was small but growing at the
district level. The use of an open forum for sharing and discussing how districts got
started as well as what they were doing was reported as an effective means for assisting
local school districts with the implementation process. Florida reported that Rtl was not
a new concept for their district personnel. Members of their state education agency had
presented on the topic ofRtl at state conferences for three years. Rtl was reportedly
made a training priority in Florida for the two years prior to responding to the survey by
the Florida Association of School Psychologists, Florida Association of School Social
Workers, and the State Network of Association Presidents. Several districts in Florida
reportedly designated Rtl pilot schools and dedicated staffing to meet those initiatives.
Illinois responded that Rtl is considered a significant initiative for the state.
Grants were awarded to four regional centers to increase the ability of school districts to
provide early intervention services to students considered at~risk for failure and for
students with disabilities. These regional centers are referred to as the Alliance for
School~Based Problem~Solving

and Intervention Resources in Education (ASPIRE).

Collectively, ASPIRE is responsible for participating in activities that support the
following objectives.
•

"The delivery of standardized research~ based professional development in
problem solving, Rtl, scientifically based reading instruction, and
standards aligned instruction and assessment.

•

The increased participation of parents in decision making.
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•

The incorporation of the professional development content into
institutions of higher education, general and special education, preservice,
and graduate curricula.

•

The activities that evaluate the effectiveness of the project.

(Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007, p. A-4.)
New York reported that a group of stakeholders including general and special
education teachers, administrators, school psychologists, reading teachers, members of
local school boards, representatives from teacher preparation programs, and parents had
been convened to address recommendations for policy and recommendations regarding
Rtl. New York also noted that these groups were going to be asked to help provide
assistance with the development of a guidance document and professional development
to assist schools in the state with implementation of Rtl.
Ohio reported a strong level of engagement with the Rtl framework. At the time
of this study, Ohio reported that 137 schools were in their third year of implementation as
part of an improvement grant for the state. Two hundred twenty-nine school districts in
the state were at least some level of implementation. Eleven universities had been
awarded grants to review the internal structure and programs offered to meet the
educational needs of all Ohio students. Nine universities in Ohio adopted the Rtl
framework known as the Ohio Integrated Systems Model (OISM) implemented in the
schools as the foundation of their training programs. The state reported having 16
special education regional resource centers. Each provided training on the Rtl framework
to the schools in their respective regions. One of these resource centers was designated
as the Innovation Center for Enhancement of OISM. This center engages in the
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development of training, resources, and products such as an informational DVD on the
process for dissemination to local districts. Additionally, Ohio holds two state OISM
conferences each year with the intent of providing information on the components of the
Rtl framework and providing an opportunity for those involved in the process or
interested in beginning to share ideas. Ohio further reported that their plans include
establishing a website to support implementation in school districts by providing access
tools, training information, resources, and e-leaming opportunities (Great Lakes West
Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007.)
In Pennsylvania, the state education agency indicated they have embraced" ... a
comprehensive problem-solving, multi-tiered intervention strategy including early
identification and early intervention for all students who are at risk- either academically
or behaviorally" (Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007, p. A-5)
Pennsylvania reports that interest in Rtl was generated through funding of state
improvement grants. Seven pilot Rtl sites received funding through these grants. The
university partners for these pilot sites included LeHigh University and Indiana
University of Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania uses a "trainer-of-trainers" model to provide
technical assistance through 29 intermediate training teams for its 501 school districts
(Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007, A-5).
Texas was the final state to be investigated in this seven state study. Rtl work in
Texas included conducting a statewide summit of a variety of stakeholders such as
parents, special education and general education teachers.

A website was also

established for the purpose of providing resources, discussion points, and links for Rtl
guidance to districts. This state further reported that they plan to create opportunities for
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stakeholders to engage in discussions on the implementation of Rtl practices as they
believe this will generate enthusiasm through shared ownership. Texas also receives
support from their partners in higher education. One such partner involved in assisting
with the Rtl implementation work ofthe state is the University of Texas' Vaughn-Cross
Center for Reading and Language Arts (Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance
Center, 2007).
Although Rtl was added to IDEA in 2004 as an alternative to the discrepancy
model for finding students eligible for special education services, studies have found that
states are at various stages of implementation (Great Lakes West Comprehensive
Assistance Center, 2007; Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love, & Saenz, 2008). Based on the
findings of their study of the national status of the implementation of Rtl, Hoover et al.
did report that large scale national implementation of Rtl appears to be an "eventual
certainty" (Hoover, Baca, Wexler-Love, & Saenz, 2008, p. 11). Subsequently, Hoover et
al (2008) reported that the move from the discrepancy model to a student's response to
the intervention was also gaining momentum.
Fuchs and Deshler (2007), noted scholars in the field, argue that the most
responsible way to move forward with the implementation of Rtl is to identify what
educators currently know and do not know as well as the identification of the unresolved
issues in this area. These scholars suggest beginning with agreeing on the primary
purpose ofRtl- early intervention, disability identification, or both- and the conditions
that support the successful implementation of Rtl. An additional area for discussion
involves how to identify students as responders or non-responders. Non-responders are
the 2-6% of students who are not able to respond to instruction even when it is
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scientifically validated. These researchers also note that, while Rtl intervention research
has considered early reading, less is known in the areas of reading comprehension,
writing, Social Studies, and Science. Additionally, Fuchs and Deshler report that
instructional protocols that are scientifically-validated and hold promise for increasing
student achievement are also needed by practitioners. Through these conversations, these
scholars hope to generate a shared understanding and common solutions to questions
which may ease the process ofthe implementation ofRti (Fuchs & Deshler, 2007).
District Level Implementation of Rtf

A few studies have been conducted at the district level that show hope for
Response to Intervention as a promising practice particularly for addressing the needs of
struggling learners. In addition to helping children remediate their areas of difficulty
through the use of early intervening services, some schools and districts report significant
reductions in the numbers of children found eligible for special education services.
McCook (2006) shared the success of the Knox County, Tennessee Rtl Model in
reducing the number of students found eligible for special education services. He reports
that in 1996, 11,605 ofKnox County's 52,000 students were eligible for special
education. By June of 2005, that number was reduced to 6,976 students eligible out of a
student population of 53,000. McCook attributes this success to the development of
capacity in the educators and the redeployment of resources. This redeployment of
resources involved taking five of the ten educational diagnosticians for the district and
shifting their positions from academic testing to "prereferral mentors" (PRMs). The
PRMs were charged with supporting general education through this process and with
developing a "wish" list of potential scientifically-based interventions for use in the
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general education classrooms. Those interventions were then purchased and
implemented. In subsequent years, the remaining five educational diagnosticians were
transitioned to PRMs (McCook, 2006, p. 75).
The St. Croix River Education District also provides data for how their district has
evaluated the effectiveness of the RTI process over a long period of time. This district
located in Minnesota manages the special education programs for five school districts.
This Rti model has been in effect for eleven years and is used in the evaluation process
for special education services for the category of specific learning disabilities. Gibbons
reported that the percentage of students who are able to meet grade-level standards on the
statewide assessment increased from 51 % in 1996 to 80% in 2005. Meanwhile, in the
past decade, the St. Croix River Education District has seen a 50% decrease in the
number of students identified with learning disabilities. This reduction is attributed to the
Rti process the district has in place (Gibbons, 2008).
Research on the Effectiveness ofInterventions
An additional area of research that is developing in support of Rti is related to
studies of the specific components of Rti such as tiered interventions and monitoring the
progress of specific scientifically-based interventions on student achievement. In fact,
the United States Department of Education Institute ofEducation Science established the
What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) in 2002 as a source for locating scientific evidence
for what has been demonstrated to work to enhance the achievement of students.
Reviews of interventions can be accessed for topic areas including Beginning Reading,
Early Childhood Education, Elementary School Math, Middle School Math, Dropout
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Prevention, English Language Learners, and Character Education (Institute of Education
Sciences, 2009).
In 2001, a large-scale, experimental study was conducted through the National
Research Center on Learning Disabilities with funding provided from the Office of
Special Education Programs to help answer questions regarding how to implement Rti
effectively (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, & Davis, 2008). This longitudinal study
was conducted with first grade students in the area of reading. In this study, the six lowest
performing students in each of 42 classrooms were identified for secondary intervention
using measures of rapid letter naming, word identification fluency, and the judgment of
teachers. The children selected were assigned randomly to one of three groups, fall
tutoring, spring tutoring, or controls. In the fall tutoring group, all 84 of the students
received small group tutoring for 9 weeks in the fall. Of the 84 students in the spring
tutoring group, only the students who were non-responsive to instruction in the classroom
in the fall received small group tutoring for a period of nine weeks during the

spring~

The

84 children in the control group were matched with the non-responders who participated
in the spring tutoring group. Small group tutoring was used as the secondary
intervention as the researchers believed this intervention could be implemented in many
schools. These 45-minute tutoring sessions involving 1-4 students per small group were
conducted by research assistants four times each week outside of the general education
classroom. The findings indicated that both groups had equivalent growth for the fall
semester. Results also indicated that the children who were tutored in the spring semester
demonstrated greater gains for the spring semester than their counterparts in the control
group. In an analysis ofthe change scores from the end of first grade to the end of
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second, the effect sizes did not differ across groups. This indicates that on all reading
measures except sight word efficiency the disparity between the two groups was getting
smaller. Additionally, these researchers noted that students who participated in the
tutoring intervention performed better than the control group on progress monitoring
measures and standardized reading tests (Fuchs, Compton, Fuchs, Bryant, & Davis,
2008).
Studies have also been conducted regarding the intensity of the intervention.
Vaughn et al. (2003) conducted a study that focused on grouping practices of students
with reading difficulties. Students were randomly assigned to one of three group sizes.
These included a group of 10, a group of 3, or instruction provided one-on-one. The
researchers learned that the students who received instruction one-on-one or in groups of
three made greater gains in the area of comprehension. The students who received
instruction one-on-one also made greater gains in fluency and phonological awareness
than did the students in groups of 10. No significant differences were found in the
achievement of students receiving the one-on-one instruction compared to those that
participated in groups of three.
Wanzek and Vaughn (2008) considered the quantity of time spent in interventions
on reading achievement. They studied first-grade students who had not responded to
their first tier of intervention even when the interventions implemented were considered
to be effective for most students. These students who did not respond positively to the
interventions were referred to as low responders. The researchers tested two intensity
levels - single dose and double dose reading interventions. The single dose group was
provided with an additional thirty minutes each day for 13 weeks of the same intervention
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that had previously been insufficient to address the needs of the learners. This
intervention included fifteen minutes of instruction on phonics and word recognition, five
minutes of fluency, and ten minutes for passage reading and comprehension. Students
were pre and post-tested with the Oral Reading Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency
subtests ofthe Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and the
Word Identification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension subtests of the
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test- Revised (WRMT-R). The findings revealed that
more students in the comparison group lost ground while the single dose treatment group
participants made gains on most of these measures. The comparison group made greater
gains in oral reading fluency than the single dose treatment group. The group that
received the double dose was able to make greater gains in the areas of Word
Identification, Word Attack, and Oral Reading Fluency than the comparison group. In
the area of Passage Comprehension, the comparison group made greater gains. The
authors noted that the tutors reported difficulties with fatigue and group management
during the second half of the 60 minute intervention for this age group. The researchers
suggested that future studies might want to consider spreading the intervention time
throughout the day (Wanzek & Vaughn, 2008).
Additionally a longitudinal study of 41 kindergarten students, identified as being
at risk for reading failure, were evaluated in the fall of each year in grades kindergarten
through third. Students who demonstrated reading performance below the 30th percentile
received supplemental intervention in a small group. The researchers' results revealed
that as compared with students who performed comparably, most of the children who
were identified as at-risk at the beginning of kindergarten responded positively to the
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early intervention. The average performance of the kindergarten students at the end of
the year propelled the students to future levels of reading performance, which exceeded
the 50th percentile on every measure except oral reading fluency. Additionally, the
positive results were sustained over time (Simmons et al., 2008).
While many of the available studies of intervention focus on the area of reading,
additional studies have been conducted in the area of math interventions. In a recent
study, the impact of tutoring on the mathematical problem solving skills of third grade
students with difficulties in the areas of reading and math was investigated. The
participants selected for the study had performance levels determined to be at
approximately the 1Oth percentile on standardized measures of achievement compared to
their peers. Individual students were randomly assigned to participate in either the group
who would receive tutoring or the control group. Tutoring sessions were conducted by
students from the university outside of the classroom three times per week for 12 weeks
in sessions lasting from 20-30 minutes. The results of this study revealed that the
students who received the preventative tutoring instruction improved significantly
compared to their counterparts who did not receive the additional tutoring sessions
(Fuchs, Seethaler, Power, Fuchs, Hamlett, & Fletcher, 2008).
While several articles have been written at the district and state levels regarding
overviews of implementation and the lessons learned, researchers call for more data to
help assess the effects of Rtl practices. While responders from state departments of
education are able to report generally regarding districts' efforts, they have less
knowledge regarding the implementation status of Rtl in individual districts (Hoover,
Baca, Wexler-Love, & Saenz, 2008, p. 11 ). Calls for future research include
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investigating the achievement data at sites implementing practices consistent with Rtl in
an effort to better understand the effects of these practices (Ikeda, Rahn-Blakesless,
Niebling, Gustafson, Allison, & Stumme, 2007). In addition to the importance of looking
at the implementation status within specific school districts, the relationship among
collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, student achievement, and the number of
referrals for special education has not been studied within the context of the academic
piece of the Rtl framework.
Collective Efficacy
The RTI framework offers a process for building the perceptions of the faculty
regarding their ability to collectively help all students achieve. Through the components
of this framework including universal screening, effective instruction/tiered interventions,
and progress monitoring, educators have the opportunity to improve the effectiveness of
the educational services provided to students. As students receive more responsive
instruction designed to meet the instructional needs of each child, educators may come to
view their collective ability to influence the achievement of all students as improved.
Four Sources of Efficacy Beliefs
It is important to review sources of efficacy beliefs in relation to the opportunities

for improvement which are built into the framework of Rti. Perceptions of efficacy are
believed to be based on four major sources. These include mastery experiences,
vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological and emotional states
(Bandura, 1995; Bandura, 1997; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Mastery Experiences. First, mastery experiences are considered to be the most
significant influences on a sense of efficacy. Mastery experiences involve learning to
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create and execute effective courses of action to produce the desired results. The
experiences are most effective when people learn to persevere and bounce back from
setbacks encountered along the way. It is working through this process that educators
emerge having grown stronger in their efficacy beliefs from the adversity they came
through to find success (Bandura, 1995; Bandura 1997). An example ofthe development
of mastery experiences includes that a group of teachers collaborate on and implement
instructional strategies that have been demonstrated to produce results such as
incorporating the use of graphic organizers. As the student's performance improves on
assessments, this serves as a mastery experience for the team (Tschannen-Moran & Barr,
2004 ). The Rtl framework offers the opportunity to provide effective instruction,
evaluate the students' progress, identify struggling learners, collaborate on strategies and
interventions to address the area of need, implement the selected strategies or
interventions, and monitor students' progress to determine if the implemented ideas
worked or if further collaboration and intervention are necessary. As educators work
together to help students overcome academic difficulties and learn to master skills, these
collective, persistent efforts in tum serve as a mastery experience for the teachers as they
learn that they can influence students' outcomes based on their input (Goddard, Hoy, &
Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000).
Vicarious Experiences. Vicarious experiences are the second source for the
development of efficacy beliefs. As educators see people they consider to be similar to
themselves meet success through their own perseverance and efforts, the teachers begin
to believe that they too have the ability to master similar activities. However, if
educators see others put forth great efforts and do not meet success, their sense of
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efficacy will decrease and motivation may also be undermined (Bandura, 1995; Bandura
1997). Opportunities to develop through vicarious experiences include visiting other
schools where achievement is high to collaborate with the teachers regarding what is
working for them to improve the achievement outcomes of students. This collaboration
may include sharing strategies, activities, student work samples, and stories about
students' achievements (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran &
Barr, 2004). As teachers learn that students from other classes who have struggled and
their teachers have met success through the process of implementing the components of
Rtl, they in tum will come to see this process as a source of support and hope not only for
their students but also for themselves.

Social Persuasion. Social persuasion is the third source for helping people learn
to believe that they have what is necessary to be able to succeed. This involves verbal
persuasion that the ability to master the task is possessed by the people. This verbal
persuasion is thought to invoke greater levels of effort and the ability to sustain when
problems evolve (Bandura, 1995; Bandura 1997). As educators from schools seeking to
improve achievement interact with their counterparts in high achieving schools, the team
may come to believe that through more effective instructional strategies they can impact
student achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Teachers who begin to see the
success experienced by others schools who are implementing the components of the Rti
process may come to believe that through the scientifically-based interventions and
strategies implemented as part of this process that their school may also be able to
positively impact the achievement of students.
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Physiological and Emotional States. The fourth source of efficacy beliefs
involves the physiological and emotional states involved in judging their capabilities.
Mood and reactions to stress also influence perceptions of efficacy (Bandura, 1995;
Bandura 1997). In order to elevate these perceptions, opportunities to relieve or learn to
work through stress are suggested, particularly in relation to the stress created from highstakes testing (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Many times stress for educators comes
from feeling powerless over outcomes on high stakes assessments for students who
struggle with concepts throughout the year. Interventions implemented through the Rtl
framework are ongoing based on student performance on assessments. These
interventions are offered to provide support to help struggling learners improve their
skills and progress is monitored to determine if the interventions are working or if
additional or different interventions are necessary. This shifts the paralyzing worries
over outcomes on one day of high stakes testing for which some teachers believe they
have little or no control over to productive actions of teacher input for helping children
learn as they go over which educators can have significant influence. This reduces the
crippling worries over outcomes to productive behaviors necessary for helping all
students achieve.

Research on Collective Efficacy
Researchers have discovered that developing learning environments that support
the acquisition of intellectual competencies are dependent on the efficacy beliefs of
teachers. Teachers' perceptions were studied regarding their efficacy to be able to
motivate and teach students considered to be difficult to educate as well as their ability to
lessen the effect of negative influences from the home and community on the academic
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development of students (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). Teachers who possessed a strong
sense of instructional efficacy worked under the assumption that even students who are
considered difficult are able to be taught by employing additional effort and effective
techniques. Further, teachers with high levels of instructional efficacy believed that
through effective teaching they could also gain the support of students' families and work
collaboratively to overcome disadvantages and negative influences from the community.
Conversely, teachers with low instructional efficacy believed they had little control for
helping unmotivated students learn and that their ability to impact the cognitive
development of these students was extremely limited by lack of support from home and
neighborhood influences considered oppositional. Classroom practices of teachers with a
strong sense of instructional efficacy spent more class time on instruction provided
additional guidance for students who experienced academic difficulties, and provided
praise for the academic accomplishments of the students. Teachers with a low sense of
instructional efficacy spent less time on instruction, tended to give up on students who
did not learn quickly, and were critical of students' difficulties (Gibson & Dembo, 1984).
In schools, educators share the responsibility for the academic and social norms of
the school. Bandura (1997) ranks school systems at the intermediate level for
interdependence. This interdependence marks the difference between individual teacher
efficacy and the group attribute of collective efficacy. Collective efficacy is based on the
beliefs of the faculty regarding their collective ability to effect student achievement.
Educators who believe that the faculty as a whole can impact academic success and make
achievement attainable by all students regardless of their background have a strong sense
of collective efficacy. Those who believe that cognitive ability is inherent and little can
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be done to improve the influence that stems from poor social conditions in regard to the
academic achievement of students are likely to possess a low sense of collective efficacy
(Bandura, 1997).
Bandura's work (1993) offers insight into the perceived power of collective
efficacy on the performance of schools. He studied the beliefs of teachers at the
beginning of a school year regarding the instructional efficacy of the school they served
in to promote academic achievement of students. This allowed the researcher to measure
preexisting beliefs of the instructional efficacy of the school as the faculty was not yet
familiar with the students in their classes. Standardized assessments were used to
measure reading and math achievement prior to and again at the end of the school year.
He found that while characteristics of the student body did have an effect on school
achievement this influence was attributed to the beliefs of the faculty about their
collective efficacy to both motivate and educate the students they serve. When prior
levels of academic achievement and the experience level of the faculty were factored out,
the results indicated that the faculties serving populations largely made up of
economically disadvantaged and minority students who believed they could motivate and
educate the students had students who experienced high levels of improvement on
standardized measures of academic achievement. Meanwhile, schools with low
collective efficacy made limited progress or saw a decline in the academic achievement
of the students they served (Bandura, 1993). Bandura stated "When no special effort is
made to enhance the collective efficacy of schools composed of students predominantly
from disadvantaged backgrounds, socioeconomic status and racial composition of the
student bodies are likely to account for much of the variance between schools in
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collective efficacy and achievement level" (Bandura, 1997, p. 249). Further, he stated
that many educators who serve minority students and students from poverty possess a
low sense of efficacy for meeting the academic needs of these students. He offered
suggestions for building efficacy in schools through a collective effort to better serve
students particularly those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. These
include providing additional academic support to help teachers sustain their instructional
efficacy; building partnerships between parents, teachers, and students based on "mutual
trust, understanding, respect, and sensitivity to ethnic, racial, and gender differences"
(Bandura, 1997, p. 252). The Rtl framework offers a process with opportunities for
incorporating each of these suggestions for building collective efficacy.
Collective efficacy has also been studied as a predictor of professional
commitment (Ware & Kitsanta, 2007). In this study, the researchers examined data from
the 1999-2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) conducted by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census for the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). More than 56,000
public school teachers in 5,000 school districts participated in the survey. The survey
measured collective efficacy in relation to commitment to teaching. The independent
variable was teachers' perceptions regarding their influence on decision making. These
researchers found that an important and moderate relationship exists between collective
efficacy and teacher commitment. They suggest that educational practices that develop
collective efficacy may improve teacher's beliefs that they can face the challenges that
arise as a team (Ware & Kitsanta, 2007). Ongoing opportunities for participation in
instructionally relevant decision making are also provided in the Rtl process.
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In an additional study investigating collective efficacy, researchers at the
University of Rome examined the correlation between beliefs regarding self and
collective efficacy and the attitudes towards school from teachers, staff, and parents
(Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, & Petitta, 2003). Eighteen junior high schools in
Milan and Rome, Italy, were surveyed.

~he

self-efficacy beliefs revealed an influence on

the judgments parents, staff, and teachers make about their colleagues, their principal,
and the capacity of the school in relation to meeting instructional responsibilities, the
commitment to the school and job satisfaction ofthe faculty and staff, and parental
satisfaction with the functioning of the school. Collective efficacy was found to have a
notable influence for mediating the impact of perceptions of self-efficacy on the
organizational attitudes of the faculty and staff and on the satisfaction of parents. The
researchers state "People have reason to believe in the efficacy of a social system if they
trust the capabilities of its constituencies to perform their respective tasks effectively".
The researchers note that the perceptions that the members of the organization hold
regarding competence and performance impact collective efficacy. Findings also
revealed that parental engagement in school activities helps sustain motivation of the
faculty and staff and influences perceptions of collective efficacy, affective commitment
to the school, and satisfaction in their work.
The impact of collective efficacy on student achievement has also been studied.
Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk-Hoy (2000) conducted a study of urban schools. Findings
revealed that collective efficacy does serve as a significant predictor of the achievement
of students. Additionally, this study supported the earlier work of Bandura (1993) as the

78
researchers found that collective efficacy of teachers has a stronger effect on students'
reading and math achievement than socio-economic status.
One study considered three purposes related to collective efficacy in 4 7 urban
elementary schools (Goddard, 2001). These purposes were determining if mastery
experiences correlate with school differences in perceptions of collective efficacy,
studying the relationship between student achievement and collective efficacy while
controlling for the influence of previous student achievement, and to consider if there is a
relationship between student achievement and group consensus regarding perceptions of
collective efficacy. Mastery experiences were found to be predictors of the variations of
perceived collective efficacy in schools. Specifically, reading achievement from the
previous year was determined to be able to explain more of the variance of this construct
among schools than race or socio-economic status. This finding supports the belief that
mastery experiences correlate with efficacy. Second, differences between schools in the
achievement of students were significantly and positively correlated with collective
efficacy even after adjusting for the prior achievement of students and demographics.
Last, group consensus was not found to be an important factor in predicting student
achievement. The mean collective efficacy score of the group was found to be a
predictor of between school differences in the reading and math achievement of the
students. Based on his findings, recommendations for practice include setting goals that
are meaningful in people's daily lives and structuring these to be able to collect evidence
regarding progress. These opportunities to set achievable goals for the short term provide
mastery experiences that aid the development of collective efficacy (Goddard, 2001).
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In 2004, a study of2,170 teachers serving in 141 elementary schools was
conducted to investigate the relationship among prior student achievement, collaboration,
and collective efficacy (Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2004). The findings of this
study were also consistent with social cognitive theory as prior student achievement was
a predictor of collective efficacy. School processes were determined to have a stronger
impact on collective teacher efficacy than previous achievement of students. These
processes include school goals that are shared, opportunities to participate in shared
decision making in schools, and leadership from the principal that is empowering (Ross,
Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2004).
Significant positive relationships between student achievement in the areas of
reading, writing, and math as measured by the Virginia Standards of Learning and
collective teacher efficacy have also been found (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004).
Additionally, these researchers found a significant negative relationship between the
achievement of students in each academic area studied and socioeconomic status. As the
number of students receiving free or reduced priced lunches increased, student
achievement decreased. When the researchers controlled for socio-economic status in
their analysis, the academic area of writing still demonstrated a significant moderate
correlation with collective efficacy. While other researchers have found that collective
efficacy is also related to achievement in reading and math, this was not supported in this
study when socioeconomic status was factored in (Bandura, 1993; Goddard, 2001).
Researchers attributed this finding as possibly due to the training over a five year span
that had been provided specifically in the area of writing following the state implemented
Literacy Passport Writing Test which occurred prior to this study. This training may
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have provided teachers with the belief that through their improved instructional skills
they could impact student achievement in the area of writing for all students (TschannenMoran & Barr, 2004).
Research offers compelling reasons why educators should build collective
efficacy in their schools. These include improvements in student achievement, enhancing
relationships between parents and teachers, and creating an environment that strengthens
commitment of the faculty to their school. While research on improving collective
efficacy in schools is still emerging, some actions have been identified as promising for
strengthening collective efficacy. These include building the instructional knowledge
and skills of the educators, providing opportunities for teachers to work collaboratively to
share their skills and experiences, interpreting results and providing actions to guide
improvement of the performance of teachers, and including teachers in school based
decision making (Brinson & Steiner, 2007). Developing mastery experiences through
coaching and/or mentoring allows educators opportunities to learn to persist in their
efforts and also strengthens collective efficacy (Manthey, 2006). The provision of
additional instruction for students performing below expectations has also been
established as a practice commonly found in schools with strong collective efficacy
(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). Through these actions, educators may be able to
develop behaviors known to improve student outcomes and strengthen the efficacy
beliefs of teachers such as planning more effectively, accepting responsibility for student
achievement, and persisting in difficult situations. Additionally, greater efficacy has been
found to be a predictor of teachers' willingness to continue to work with struggling
learners instead of referring them for evaluations for eligibility for special education
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services (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, & Hoy, 1998).

Collective efficacy offers

hope to educators for learning that through the actions of the faculty, student achievement
can be improved. Rtl offers a framework for developing collective efficacy which also
holds promise for increasing parents' trust in schools.
Parents' Trust in Schools
In addition to the essential components outlined in Rtl, the role of parents in this
process is specifically emphasized (VDOE, 2007). Educators are called on to help
parents understand the Rtl framework. Specific concepts that educators are called on to
ensure that parents know and understand that all instructional decisions regarding a child
will include the parents of the child, struggling learners will be provided with
instructional interventions at the first signs of difficulty, and parents will be frequently
and regularly informed of their child's response to the intervention as they work through
this process. Additionally, if interventions are not successful and a student is referred for
evaluation for special education services, this should not be a surprise to the family as
they should have been made aware of the multiple interventions and instructional
strategies tried as well as their child's response to those interventions in efforts to help
the child make adequate academic progress (VDOE, 2007). Through these actions that
are facilitated by implementing the components of the Rtl framework, educators have the
opportunity to improve parents' trust in schools by demonstrating the five facets of trust:
benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness (Hoy and Tschannen-Moran,
1999; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000; Tschannen-Moran, 2004).

Facets ofTrust
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Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) define trust as "an individual or group's
willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party
is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open" (p. 189). Trust is believed to matter
most when interdependence is required to achieve the desired outcomes. The five facets
of trust found in the definition have been identified in the literature for helping people
make judgments regarding the extent of their willingness to rely upon another
(Tschannen-Moran, 2004). This is significant for schools as educational partnerships
rely on the interdependence of the members of the organization including students,
parents, and teachers to help all children meet success.
Benevolence or sense of caring was considered by Tschannen-Moran (2004) to
possibly be the most important facet for the development of trust. This involves trusting
in the good will of another to demonstrate actions that are in the best interest of the
person whose trust they hold. Further, benevolence includes believing that something
that one cares about will be taken care of by the person in whom trust is placed.
Tschannen-Moran provides the following example. "Parents who trust educators to care
for their children are confident that the educators will consistently act with the best
interests of their children in mind; that their children will be treated not only with fairness
but with compassion" (Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 19). When parents participate in the
Rti process, they will have opportunities to develop perceptions of the teachers as they
are able to see them watching over their children's progress and intervening when
necessary in the best interest of the child. These opportunities may lead to positive
perceptions regarding the benevolence of the faculty to help each child.
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Honesty is the second facet of trust. This facet has to do with the ability to trust
that the word of the person can be counted on to be truthful and that commitments made
will be carried out. Integrity is also considered a component ofhonesty. This
relationship between "their talk and their walk" has to do with the match between the
person's words and their actions (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999; Tschannen-Moran,
2004, p. 22). Honesty can be demonstrated in the Rti framework by demonstrating that
the educators' actions match their words. If parents are told that early intervention will
be provided for struggling learners and parents will be updated regarding their progress,
trust will increase as parents learn that educators will do what they promised.
The third facet of trust is openness. This refers to sharing information, influence,
and control. This openness leads to a greater willingness to share ideas which may open
a sharing of valuable resources to enhance school improvement. Additionally, open
communication may provide an advantage for schools as those with high levels of trust
possess a greater likelihood that problems will be shared. This allows for opportunities
for diagnosing and working to fix problems before they become larger (Hoy and
Tschannen-Moran 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). As educators use the Rtl framework
to bring parents into the discussion about how their child is currently performing, parents
will be able to see how educators come together to help the child and will be more likely
to become a contributing team member in determining the solution for helping to address
the area of difficulty.
Reliability is the fourth facet of trust. This involves combining the ability to
consistently depend on the actions of another with caring to meet expectations on a
regular basis. The Rti framework offers the opportunity to develop this facet of trust as
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well. As a student demonstrates that his or her performance does not meet the gradelevel expectations, teachers will begin to work through the Rtl process to help the child
improve performance. Once performance is where it is supposed to be, the student's
progress would continue to be monitored. As long as achievement progresses at an
acceptable level, effective classroom instruction would be all that was necessary to meet
the student's needs. If achievement falls below level, interventions would once again be
implemented to address the area of need. Additionally, teachers have reported that seeing
the educational leaders in their buildings "stepping up to the plate" helps them increase
their own motivation (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2004, p. 30).
This same principle may apply to families who have an increased sense of motivation
from seeing the teachers "stepping up to the plate" to help the children. This facet
provides teachers with the opportunity to consistently demonstrate to families that they
truly care to help every child meet success.
The final facet of trust is competence. This refers to the ability to be able to meet
expectations regarding the successful completion of a task. Schools provide an example
of the importance of competence to trusting relationships. Teachers and administrators
are dependent on the competence of each other for successful completion of the teaching
and learning goals of the school. Students' trust in teachers also depends on the
competence ofthe teachers (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
The Rti framework provides opportunities for parents to know the difficulties their child
is having, understand that interventions and strategies are being implemented to address
the difficulties, and receiving updates on students' progress. As parents see their children
overcome their difficulties through the implementation of effective instructional
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strategies and interventions, parents will likely have more confidence in the competence
of the school for meeting the needs of their child.

Research Support
As educators search for ways to reach every child, no stone should be left
unturned when it comes to putting forth every effort to build better futures for the
children served in our nation's schools. The development of trusting relationships has
been linked to improved outcomes for students. These relationships provide hope for
establishing trust in schools that can help students achieve regardless of race or economic
disadvantage. While much of the research on trust in schools has measured parent trust
from the perspective of the perceptions of teachers, valuable insight can be gained into
the importance of the trusting relationship between parents and schools.
In a five-year project studying the social qualities of trust, respect, and caring in
Chicago's public schools, relationships among the following school partners were
investigated: teacher-teacher, teacher-principal, and teacher-parent. Bryk and Schneider
(1996) learned that there were significant differences in the perceptions oftrust among
the schools leading to their beliefs that factors within each school impact trust. Principals
who possessed leadership styles that were viewed as facilitating the involvement of
teachers and parents in the schools were associated with greater trust. Student bodies of
less than 350 students were also found to correlate with increased trust between teachers
and with teachers' trust in parents. This was attributed to the ability to build relationships
and communicate more effectively with smaller numbers of people. Stability ofthe
student body and school achievement was also identified as significant predictors of
teachers' trust in parents. The relationship between test scores and teachers' trust in
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parents was also found to be significant. Overall, the trust relationships studied were
found to be positively related to commitment to the school, orientation to innovation,
reaching out to parents, and collective responsibility (Bryk & Schneider, 1996).
Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) conducted a study of organizational trust in
urban elementary schools. Specifically, they sought to conceptualize trust, to develop
measurement tools to quantify the trust of faculty in the schools that were reliable and
valid, and to assess the usefulness of the tools to predict collaboration between home and
school. The researchers identified the five facets of trust previously discussed. These
include benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness. In the factor
analysis of the measurement tool, the researchers were surprised to find that trust in
students and trust in parents by the faculty loaded together on one factor. This meant that
the faculty did not make a distinction between the trust they felt for the students and the
trust for the parents. Overall, this study was able to yield a valid and reliable survey for
measuring Trust in Clients, Trust in the Principal, and Trust in Colleagues. During the
examination of construct validity for this instrument, a correlational analysis was
conducted between trust and teacher efficacy. The researchers discovered that greater
trust in the school was positively related to stronger perceptions of the ability of the
faculty to plan and implement actions leading to success. Additionally, they learned that
when teachers trust the students and their parents, collaboration is increased. This
indicates that the more the faculty trusts the parents and students, the greater the
likelihood that parental influence and participation in important school decisions will
increase (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999).

87
In a follow-up study, Tschannen-Moran (2001) found that faculty trust in the
parents and students explained nearly two-thirds of the variance regarding parental
collaboration in school decision making. This indicates that the inclusion of parents in
decision making was more likely to happen in schools where trust levels were high
among the principal, faculty, parents, and students. The Rtl framework offers a
collaborative problem-solving process which has the potential to involve parents and
improve trust in our schools.
In an examination of the effects of faculty trust in parents and students in
elementary schools, Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy (2001) revealed that trust is
impacted more significantly by socioeconomic status than by race. Trust was found to be
unequally distributed among the schools in the urban district studied. Teacher reports of
greater trust correlated with greater levels of student achievement. Trust appeared harder
to develop in schools with greater percentages of students from low socio-economic
status. After steps were taken to control for race, gender, economic status, and past
educational achievements, trust was still found to have an important relationship to
student achievement. In fact, they learned that the level of trust educators have in parents
and students can be strong enough to overcome the effects of poverty (Goddard,
Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001). These researchers offer suggestions for educators
working to build trust. These include providing assistance to parents to foster parents'
confidence in their own competence to support the student's education. Educators can
discuss instructional strategies with parents to help them become partners in their
children's education. Additionally, the researchers suggest that educators be reliable,
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open, and honest in their interactions with families (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy,
2001).
The trust of faculties in secondary schools has also been studied (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 2003). A sample of97 high schools from the state of Ohio
participated in the study. The researchers learned that as at the elementary level, trust of
the faculty in students and parents merged to form a united construct of trust. Faculty
trust in principals, colleagues, and clients were moderately related to one another and had
a tendency to be pervasive. Educators who trusted in their principal were also more apt
to trust in their colleagues, parents, and students. Trust was found to also be able to
predict other variables that impact schools. A negative correlation was found between a
feeling of powerlessness and estrangement and trust. A positive correlation was found
between trust and teachers' perceptions of their ability to plan and implement actions
leading to success (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2003).
Goddard, Salloum, and Berebitsky (2009) used evidence from their study of
Michigan's public elementary schools to identify teachers' trust in students and parents as
a mediator between poverty, race, and student achievement. They learned that when
school context was controlled for higher levels of trust were related to increased
achievement on the high stakes assessments given in the areas of reading and math.
The socioeconomic status ofthe student body, number of students, and race were found
to have an indirect relationship with achievement. Race and poverty were not found to
have a direct relationship to achievement when prior achievement and trust were
accounted for. These researchers suggest that future studies should consider whether
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programs that build trust may be able to minimize the academic disadvantage often
associated with poverty and race (Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2009).
While limited studies are available on the direct measure of parents' trust in
schools, the few that are highlight some important findings. Adams and Christenson
(1998) studied the level of trust among middle school parents and teachers in an urban
school district. Parents' trust in teachers was found to be higher than teachers' trust in
parents. Significant differences of the trust parents had in the schools were found in
relation to school site and the amount of special education services their child was
receiving. Parents whose children were receiving higher levels of special education
services reported greater trust in their schools. The researchers attributed this as possibly
due to greater interactions and exchanges between the family and the school.
Additionally, parents who reported low to moderate levels of trust reportedly engaged in
activities for parent involvement less frequently (Adams & Christenson, 1998).
In 2000, Adams and Christenson extended their study to a suburban school
district in the Midwest. They confirmed their previous findings that parents' trust was
greater in the teachers than the trust of the teachers in the parents. The trust of parents
and teachers was also determined to be higher at the elementary level than at the
secondary level with parent trust declining between elementary and junior high school.
The improvement of communication between home and school was noted as the best way
to build trust among families and school. The nature rather than the frequency of the
interaction between parents and teachers was found to correlate more with trust.

At the

high school level, the performance measures of number of credits earned, grade point
average, and attendance correlated significantly with trust (Adams & Christenson, 2000).
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School level determinants of parent trust in schools were examined in an
additional study of 79 schools and 578 parents in a midwestern state (Adams, Forsyth, &
Mitchell, 2009). This team looked at relational trust as a product of the social
environment of the school. Relational trust was developed through social interactions
between groups as well as through meeting the expectations and responsibilities each
group held for the other. The researchers found that school membership explained 16%
of the variance in parents' trust. Additionally, parents' perceptions of their ability to
influence school decisions and school identifi~ation of the students' in terms of feeling as
if they belonged and were valued demonstrated greater effects individually on parents'
trust in schools than the context of the school including socioeconomic status, size of the
school, race, and school level. This means that perceptions parents hold regarding their
vulnerability and risk within the parent- school relationship can be reduced by
implementing policies and collaborative practices which address the parents' affective
needs. These researchers note that additional investigations should be conducted to
better understand practices that can engage parents in quality social interactions that are
able to build and sustain parents' trust in schools (Adams, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2009).
Summary
Rtl has emerged as a source of hope for helping all children meet greater success.
This framework is designed to build collaboration among the faculty and families in
support of the academic achievement of all students. Through participation in the process
of universal screening, effective instruction/tiered interventions, and progress monitoring,
teachers, administrators, parents, and students may come to have more trust in the school
and in their collective ability to work together to meet the needs of each child.
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While the implementation status among states seems to indicate that the essential
components of Rtl are beginning to take hold, it is important to consider the
implementation status of districts within states as well as the impact of the framework on
teachers' perceptions of their collective ability to help all students achieve as well as the
impact the framework has on parents' trust in schools. While there is a solid research
base to support that teachers' trust in parents and students impacts achievement, it is
important to consider if the implementation of this collaborative process can serve as a
facilitating practice for the development of improved collective efficacy of the faculty
and of parents' trust in schools. Ultimately, Rtl offers an opportunity for educators,
parents, and students to become true partners in education by making shared decisions on
areas of instructional relevance which may lead to meaningful outcomes for all.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Response to Intervention (Rtl) is intended to be implemented as a collaborative
framework designed to meet the learning needs of struggling students. Since the Rtl
language entered federal law in IDEA 2004, the implementation ofRti has gained
momentum at the national, state, and district levels. The Rtl framework characterized by
universal screening, effective instruction/tiered interventions, and progress monitoring is
extremely important in helping every child meet academic success. The extent in which
individual schools within local districts are implementing Rtl offers important
information as educators seek to understand the effectiveness of the framework in terms
of meeting the needs of the learners more effectively through interventions implemented
as part of general education practices. As educators select, implement, and monitor
interventions directly targeted to address the students' specific areas of need, the beliefs
of the educators regarding their ability to reach and effectively teach every child are
likely to improve. As the collective efficacy among the educators increases, more
children may be effectively served through the general education process. This may lead
to reductions in the number of students referred for special education services.
Additionally, as parents are involved and see the educators working through this process
of targeting specific areas of need and matching the interventions to the need, and then
sharing the progress of their child with them, their trust in the teachers is likely to
improve. This may lead to an enhanced ability to build the educational partnerships
necessary for successfully educating every child.
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This chapter describes the research methods used in this study and includes: (a)
the research questions, (b) a rationale for the use of a descriptive, correlational and
multiple regression design, (c) methods for selecting the participants, instrumentation,
data collection, and techniques used for data analysis, and (d) ethical safeguards.
Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to examine the current implementation status of Rtl
as well as the impact of this implementation on collective efficacy, parents' trust in
schools, student achievement in reading, and the number of referrals for special education
services in one school district in Virginia. This researcher collected data from teachers
and parents to answer the research questions that follow:
1.

What is the implementation status of the components of Response to
Intervention for academics in the elementary schools in one school district in
Virginia?

2. To what extent is the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
academics related to the collective efficacy of teachers?
3. To what extent is the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
academics related to parents' trust in schools?
4. To what extent is the level of implementation ofRTI for academics correlated
with the number of referrals for evaluation for special education services
when controlling for socioeconomic status?
5. What is the relationship between the level of implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics and student achievement in reading?
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6. What are the relative impacts of the collective efficacy of teachers, parents'
trust in schools, the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for
academics, and the rate of referrals for special education to student
achievement while controlling for socioeconomic status?
It is the hope of this researcher that the results ofthis study will provide

information for school leaders regarding the importance of implementing a collaborative
process aimed at bringing families and schools together to support each child's academic
success.
Methods
This study employed a quantitative design which incorporated descriptive,
correlational, and multiple regression methods to answer the research questions studied.
Descriptive research allows the researcher to study a phenomenon as it exists at the time
of the study. Correlational research makes the analysis of relationships among multiple
variables as well as the degree of these relationships possible in one study. The
relationships found among these variables also allows the researcher to determine if the
scores received on one variable are predictors of scores on other variables (Gall, Gall, &
Borg, 2003). This design was selected to gather information regarding how the Rtl
framework is currently being implemented in schools for academics as well as the
relationships among Rtl for academics, the collective efficacy beliefs of teachers,
parents' trust in schools, the number of referrals for special education services, and
student achievement. Specifically, the use of multiple regression allowed this researcher
to determine the relative impact of the implementation of Rtl for academics, collective
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efficacy, parents' trust in schools, and the number of referrals for special education in
explaining the variance in student achievement.
Sample Selection
This convenience sample was comprised of teachers and parents from the 3 5
elementary schools in one urban school district in the Commonwealth of Virginia. This
school district currently serves more than 35,000 students. Thirty-four of the elementary
schools met the criteria to be Fully Accredited by the state of Virginia for 2008-2009
based on assessments from the previous school year. One of the elementary schools is
currently Accredited with Warning. Ofthe 35 elementary schools, 27 made Adequate
Yearly Progress [AYP] and eight did not. Twenty of the elementary schools in this
district are Title I schools. Fifteen Title I schools made A YP and five did not (VDOE,
2008).
This sample was chosen for several reasons. First, the College of William and
Mary recently formed a research partnership between the university and this school
district. Due to this relationship, the data needed for this study have already been
collected. Second, the number of elementary schools within this district totaled 35. This
exceeds the 30 participant minimum recommended for correlational research. All
teachers and parents within each of the 35 elementary schools were surveyed using the
Teacher Climate Survey and the Parent Climate Survey respectively. The Inclusion
Teacher Survey was initially administered to elementary Special Education and General
Education classroom teachers who teach in inclusion classrooms. In order to generate
more responses, this survey was administered a second time to all teachers at the
elementary school level. These administrations yielded participation rates of parents and
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teachers completing the survey of more than the 100 participants recommended for each
group (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2003). Third, this sample offers diversity in ethnicity and
socioeconomic status. Finally, three of the schools within this district serve as either
VDOE model or expansion sites for Instructional Consultation Teams (ICT) which are
noted to have received training and to be implementing practices consistent with the Rtl
framework. These practices include requests for assistance from teachers, establishing
baseline data of current performance, designing and implementing interventions which
are evidence based, and monitoring progress in terms of outcomes as a result of the
intervention (Fontana, 2008).
Instrumentation
As the university worked with this school district to conduct a variety of studies,
survey instruments were developed through collaboration among school personnel at the
central office of this district and a university professor with specialized expertise in the
areas of collective efficacy and trust. Three of the surveys developed in this collaborative
process were used to collect data for this study. These included the Teacher Climate
Survey 2008-2009, Parent Climate Survey 2008-2009, and the Inclusion Teacher Survey
2008-2009. These survey instruments which served as the means for collecting these
data incorporated measures of collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, and the
implementation of the academic components of Rti and family involvement. As Rti is
designed to impact instruction in the classroom, elementary Special Education and
General Education teachers serving in inclusion classrooms were targeted for
participation in the Inclusion Teacher Survey 2008-2009. The Teacher Climate Survey
2008-2009 measuring collective efficacy was administered to all teachers at regularly
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scheduled faculty meetings at each school. Parents were asked to complete the Parent
Climate Survey 2008-2009 measuring parents' trust in schools. The unit of analysis for
this study is the school as the level ofRti implementation and its impact on collective
efficacy beliefs of the teachers and parents' trust in schools are thought to be properties
of the school. The number of special education referrals for each school was measured in
two ways. First, the responses to the perceptions reported on the Inclusion Teacher
Survey wherein teachers rated the extent that RTI has reduced referrals to special
education was used. Additionally, existing data regarding the number of referrals to
special education for 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008 by school were acquired
through the central office.

Collective Efficacy. The Teacher Climate Survey included 119 items and
measured several constructs. Items Al3-A24 measured collective efficacy. These twelve
items are from the Collective Teacher Beliefs' Scale. This scale was adapted from the
Ohio State Teacher Efficacy Scale (OSTES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001).
Teachers were asked to rate each of the 12 items using a nine point Likert scale ranging
from "nothing" to "a great deal". Anchors were provided at 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. The
following indicators represented each numeric value: (1) None at all, (3) Very Little, (5)
Some Degree, (7) Quite a Bit, and (9) A Great Deal. Two studies have been conducted to
establish reliability of this instrument. First, a pilot study including 69 teachers from 69
schools revealed reliabilities of .90 on the Collective Teacher Beliefs Scale. Reliability
for the two subscales, instructional strategies and student discipline, was also available.
The reliability of the instructional strategies subscale was .90 and .88 for the student
discipline subscale. During the factor analysis of the pilot study, all 12 items loaded on
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one factor. The range of the factor loading was from .79 to .58. When two factors were
selected, six items in the subscale of instructional strategies revealed factor loadings that
ranged from .78 to .67. The remaining six items fell in the student discipline subscale.
These factor loadings ranged from .78 to .64 (Barr, 2002). In a second study of 49
schools, the Collective Teacher Efficacy Belief Scale established reliabilities of .97 on
this 12-item measure. The reliability of the subscale of instructional strategies was .96.
The reliability of the student discipline subscale was determined to be .94 (Barr, 2002).
Examples of questions from each subscale follow:
Instructional Strategies:
•

How much can teachers in your school do to produce meaningful student
learning?

•

How much can teachers in your school do to help students' master complex
content?

Student Discipline:
•

To what extent can school personnel in your school establish rules and procedures
that facilitate learning?

•

How well can adults in your school get students to follow school rules?

Parents' Trust in Schools. The second survey utilized in this study was the
Parent Climate Survey 2008-2009. This 57-item survey included 2 ofthe 10 items ofthe
Forsyth and Adams (2004) measure of parents' trust in schools as well as questions
similar to the remaining eight. The Forsyth and Adams measure was normed using
responses from 428 parents. Reliability for that measure was .95 for their sample. The
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alignment ofthe Forsyth and Adams' survey of parents' trust in schools and the items on
the Parent Climate Survey can be found in Appendix A. Sample items include:
Parents' Trust in Schools:
•

This school has high standards for all kids.

•

This school keeps me well informed.

While the items in the Parent Climate Survey were closely aligned to the Forsyth and
Adams measure, the items in the Parent Climate Survey were not an exact match. A
factor analysis was conducted to investigate the reliability and validity of the factors used
to measure trust in the Parent Climate Survey. The responses to the survey items on the
Parent Climate Survey represented the following values: (5) Strongly Agree, (4) Agree,
(3) Neutral, (2) Disagree, and (1) Strongly Disagree.
Implementation of Rtf for Academics. The third survey, the Inclusion Teacher
Survey 2008-2009, contains information regarding the level of academic implementation
of Response to Intervention. The 10 items used to measure the academic implementation
of Rtl originated in a statewide survey of districts in Alaska titled Alaska Response to
Instruction/Intervention Implementation Survey. Members of the statewide Rtl
Leadership Team developed the items on this survey. Members of the team included the
Dean of the School of Education for the University of Alaska Southeast, the Dean of the
College of Education for the University of Alaska at Anchorage, Program Coordinator
for the Governor's Council on Disabilities and Special Education, a representative from
Alaska's School Psychologists' Association, a Professional Development Coordinator
from the National Education Association of Alaska, as well as representatives from the
following organizations: Alaska Association of School Administrators, Alaska

100
Association of Elementary School Principals, Alaska Association of Secondary School
Principals, Alaska Parent Information and Resource Center, and the Alaska Department
of Education. The number of participants who responded to each question ranged from
132-134. A five-point scale ranging from "Not Implemented" to "Fully Implemented"
was used. Respondents included 18 Superintendents, 13 7 Principals, 14 Federal
Program staff at the district level, 14 Special Education staff at the district level, 4
teachers, and 35 who identified their position as "other".
These items used to measure the academic implementation status of Rtl were also
included in the Response to Intervention District Adoption Survey 2009. This survey was
a collaborative effort among the National Association of State Directors of Special
Education [NASDSE], the Council of Administrators of Special Education, and Spectrum
K-12 School Solutions (NASDSE, CASE, & Spectrum, 2009). The members of
NASDSE, CASE, and the Alaska Response to Intervention statewide leadership team
constitute a panel of experts in terms of content validity of the components of Rtl. Each
of the 10 items contributed to determining the level of implementation of the components
ofRtl as outlined in Table 2. Additionally, a factor analysis was conducted to
investigate the factors, reliability, and validity of this survey. The following are
examples of questions asked for each proposed subscale:
Universal Screening
•

A general curriculum is available for all students.

•

A common screening assessment is used for all students at least three times per
year.
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Effective Instruction/Tiered Interventions
•

Research-based academic interventions are available for the students not
successful with the general curriculum.

•

Academic interventions are in place for students most in need.

Progress Monitoring
•

Assessments are utilized to monitor progress frequently, especially for students
receiving interventions.

•

Data are collected, analyzed and used to guide decisions with instruction and
interventions.
Family involvement was added as a fourth component to Rtl in this conceptual

framework. Items from the Parent Climate Survey were used to collect this data.
Examples of items used to measure family involvement follow.
Family Involvement
•

Parental involvement in the school is welcomed.

•

This school keeps me well informed.

Number of Referrals for Special Education. One additional measure was
necessary to be able to answer the research questions of this study. This was collecting
the number of referrals for special education for the 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 20072008 school years. These data were provided by the Department of Strategic Evaluation,
Assessment, and Support for this school district.

Student Achievement in Reading. Student achievement was measured using the
2008-2009 Virginia Standards of Learning Reading assessment. A mean score was
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calculated by grade level for grades three, four, and five using the raw scores. A grand
mean was then calculated for each school.
Data Collection
The Teacher Climate Survey 2008-2009 measuring collective efficacy was
administered to the teachers during scheduled faculty meetings in April. The Parent
Climate Survey 2008-2009 measuring parents' trust in schools was sent home with all
students to deliver to their parents in April. Stamped envelopes were provided for
parents to return the surveys through the mail. The Inclusion Teacher Survey 2008-2009
was first administered to Special Education and General Education teachers who teach in
inclusion classrooms electronically in June. A minimum of five surveys was desired
from each school. This number was selected as it meets the recommended requirements
for ensuring stability of the data. Researchers have demonstrated that average scores
derived from items on descriptive questionnaires yield scores deemed to be reasonably
stable based on 5-7 participants from each school (Halpin, 1959; Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999). As five responses were not achieved from several of the schools, the
school district administered this survey again in an electronic format in October of2009.
Additionally, the number of referrals for each school for the 2005-2006, 2006-2007,
2007-2008, and 2008-2009 school years were provided by the central office of this school
district.
Data Analysis
Data regarding collective teacher efficacy, parents' trust in schools, student
achievement in reading, the number of referrals for special education, and the level of
implementation ofRTI were compiled at the school level. In order to answer the
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identified research questions, descriptive and correlational analyses were conducted. The
P ASW Statistics Base, version 17 .0, formerly known as the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to analyze these data.
For the first question, a level of implementation status for RTI was established for
each school using descriptive statistics reported by school means. Numerical values
assigned to the item responses on the five-point Likert scale were used to find the mean
and standard deviation for each survey item. An overall mean implementation score was
derived from these data. A factor analysis was also conducted to determine if the items
on the Rtl survey loaded on one or more of the proposed factors identified below in Table
2.

For research questions 2, 3, 4, and 5 descriptive statistics were used to determine
a value for collective efficacy and parents' trust in schools by the unit of analysis of the
school. The values assigned to the nine-point responses for collective efficacy on the
Teacher Climate Survey and for the five-point responses measuring parents' trust in
schools on the Parent Climate Survey were used to find the mean and standard deviation
for each survey item. An overall mean score was derived for each school for both
collective efficacy and parents' trust in schools based on this data. Bivariate correlational
statistics were also used to analyze the relationship between the level of implementation
of Rtl for academics and collective efficacy, and the level of implementation of Rtl for
academics and parents' trust in schools. Bivariate correlational statistics were also be
used to analyze the relationship between the level of implementation of Rtl for academics
and the number of referrals for special education. The product-moment correlation
coefficient, also known as the Pearson r, was used for these analyses. Correlational
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statistics were utilized in the analysis of the relationship between the level of
implementation of Rtl for academics and student achievement in reading. The raw scores
on the Virginia SOL Reading assessment were used to establish a mean for third, fourth,
and fifth grade students by grade level. A grand mean was then calculated for each
school.
Research question 6 required multivariate correlational statistics to analyze the
impact of collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, the level of implementation ofRti
for academics, and the rate of referrals to special education on student achievement when
controlling for socio-economic status. Specifically, multiple regression was used to
determine the variance of the impact of these variables on student achievement. Table 1
offers a summary of the data sources and analyses implemented for each research
question studied. Table 2 provides an alignment of the items on the Rtl survey with three
of the essential components of Rtl. Table 3 identifies the items on the Parent Climate
Survey which were used to measure family involvement.
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Table 1

Design Summary: Data sources and analysis

Research Question
1. What is the implementation status of the
components of Response to Intervention
for academics in the elementary schools in
one school district in Virginia?

To what extent is the level of
implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics related to the
collective efficacy of teachers?
3. To what extent is the level of
implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics related to
parents' trust in schools?

2.

4.

To what extent is the level of
implementation ofRti for academics
correlated with the number of referrals for
evaluation for special education services
when controlling for socio-economic
status?

What is the relationship between the
level of implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics and student
achievement in reading?
6. What are the relative impacts of the
collective efficacy ofteachers, parents'
trust in schools, the level of
implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics, and the rate
of referrals for special education on
student achievement while controlling
for socioeconomic status?
5.

Data Source(s)
Inclusion Teacher
Survey
Rti: 14, Items 1-10
Family Involvement: 15
Parent Climate Survey
Family Involvement:
Items 12, 14, 18, 19, 20,
21,23,25,26,40,57
Teacher Climate Survey
Collective Efficacy:
Items A 13-24
Parent Climate Survey
Parents' Trust:
Items 1-4, 7-10, 12, 16,
17, 20-29, 32-44, 57
Inclusion Teacher
Survey:
Referrals for Special
Education: 16
Referral data for each of
the elementary schools
within the district for
2005-2006, 2006-2007,
and 2007-2008
Raw Scores from
Reading SOLs
Assessment for Grades
3, 4, and 5
Items Listed Above
from:
Teacher Climate Survey
Parent Climate Survey
Inclusion Teacher
Survey
Reading SOLs

Data Analysis
Descriptive Statistics
Factor Analysis

Descriptive Statistics
Correlational
Statistics
Descriptive Statistics
Correlational
Statistics
Factor Analysis
Percentages
Correlational
Statistics,
Pearson R

Descriptive Statistics
(Mean for each grade
level, grand mean for
each school)
Multiple Regression
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Table 2

Rtf Survey: Alignment ofSurvey Items and Rtf Components
Rtl Survey Item
1. A general curriculum is available to all students.

2.

A common screening assessment is used for all

Component of R TI
Universal Screening

Universal Screening

students at least 3 times per year.

3. Research based academic interventions are
available for students not successful with the

Effective
Instruction/Tiered
Interventions

general curriculum.

4.

Academic interventions are in place for students
most in need.

5.

Assessments are utilized to monitor progress
frequently especially for students receiving
interventions.
6. Data is collected, analyzed, and used to guide
decisions with instruction and interventions.
7. Rtl is used as part of the process for identification
for special education.
8. Collaborative meetings are held regularly and
attended by all staff to discuss student work and
progress.
9. A problem solving approach is used to assist staff in
identifying effective interventions and instructional
strategies for struggling students.
10. A clearly defined Rtl process is in place for
academics.

Effective
Instruction/Tiered
Interventions
Progress Monitoring

Progress Monitoring
Effective
Instruction/Tiered
Interventions
Progress Monitoring

Effective
Instruction/Tiered
Interventions
Universal Screening,
Effective
Instruction/Tiered
Interventions,
Progress Monitoring
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Table 3

Parent Survey: Items Used to Measure Family Involvement
Items Used to Measure Family Involvement
12. I can reach my child's teacher easily.
14. Parental involvement in the school is welcomed.
18. I often attend school events.
19. I often volunteer for activities at school.
20. The school's administration uses a variety of methods to effectively
communicate with parents about school activities and student education.
21. The school's administration is accessible, and responds to my concerns in a
timely manner.
23. I can get help for my child from the school if needed.
25. This school keeps me well informed.
26. School personnel listen to me if I have a concern.
40. I am kept well informed about my child's progress.
57. I regularly attend parent-teacher conferences.

Ethical Safeguards
In June, prior to initiating any portion of this study, permission was obtained
through the College of William and Mary's Protection of Human Subjects Committee.
The Education Internal Review Committee (EDIRC) exempted this study from formal
review as the data which was used for this study was collected prior to the initiation of
this study by the school district.
Additional safeguards provided by the school district follow. Participants were
asked by their school district to complete these surveys anonymously. This allowed for
confidentiality of the respondents as they will only be identified as collective groups,
parents or teachers, by schools for the purpose of this study. Participation in this study
was voluntary. Completion of the survey by teachers indicated their consent to
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participate in this study. Executive summaries of these research results will be provided
to participating schools to be shared with the teachers and parents.
Summary
The framework of Response to Intervention offers a collaborative process for
helping parents and teachers work together to build their skills and help all students
achieve success. Understanding the level of implementation of Rtl for academics in a
local school district allows educators to determine if this new language that became part
of the law in IDEA (2004) is making its way into our classrooms. Additionally, this
study allowed us to consider the impact of this framework on collective efficacy, parents'
trust in schools, student achievement, and the number of referrals for special education.
It is hoped that this study will be able to shed light on the potential impact of Response to
Intervention for our students, their families, and teachers.
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CHAPTER IV
Data Analysis
In the current era of educational reform, Response to Intervention (Rtl) has
emerged as a framework of support for increasing the academic achievement of students
who struggle to learn in general education classrooms. The purpose of this study was to
determine how this information is making its way to local school districts by examining
the implementation status ofthe components ofRti for academics in the 35 elementary
schools in one urban school district in Virginia. Further, this study sought to examine
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the relationships between the level of Rtl for academics and each of the following factors:
collective efficacy ofteachers, parents' trust in schools, the number of referrals for
special education services when controlling for socioeconomic status, and student
achievement in reading. Additionally, the relative impacts of collective efficacy of
teachers, parents' trust in schools, the implementation level ofRti for academics, and the
rate of referrals for special education on student achievement were investigated while
controlling for socioeconomic status. The results obtained from analyzing these data for
each of the six research questions are addressed in this chapter.
Inclusion Teacher Survey 2008-2009
The Inclusion Teacher Survey 2008-2009 was used to measure the
implementation status ofRti, one of the family involvement items, and teachers'
perceptions regarding the extent Rtl has reduced the number of referrals for special
education. This survey was administered twice. It was initially administered to
elementary special education and general education inclusion classroom teachers via
electronic survey in June of 2009. One hundred surveys were returned from this first
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administration. In October 2009, the school district re-administered this measure in an
effort to increase the response rate by school. Sixty surveys were returned in the second
administration. While a total of 160 surveys were returned for the district, the number of
survey responses returned by individual schools ranged from two to fifteen. The scale for
responses to this survey follows (4) Fully Implemented, (3) Early Implementation Stages,
(2) Scheduled Implementation in 2009-2010, and (1) Beginning Discussions.

Teacher Climate Survey 2008-2009
The Teacher Climate Survey 2008-2009 was the instrument used to measure
collective efficacy. Teachers responded to each of twelve items incorporated into the
survey from the Collective Teacher Belief Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004) using
a nine point Likert scale. This scale offered anchors at 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. Each numeric
value represented the following (1) None at all, (3) Very Little, (5) Some Degree, (7)
Quite a Bit, and (9) A Great Deal. This survey was completed by 1,292 teachers and
from the 35 elementary schools involved in this study. This survey was conducted during
regularly scheduled faculty meetings in April2009. The number of surveys returned by
school ranged from 19 to 63.

Parent Climate Survey 2008-2009
The Parent Climate Survey 2008-2009 was the measurement instrument for
parents' trust in schools and for the items used to measure family involvement. These
surveys were sent home with the students in April 2009 and stamped envelopes were
provided for parents to return them by mail. Nine hundred eighty-four surveys were
returned. Survey responses by school ranged from eight to 76. The scale for these items
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had the following values (5) Strongly Agree, (4) Agree, (3) Neutral, (2) Disagree, and (1)
Strongly Disagree.

Referral Data
Teacher perceptions regarding the extent Rtl for academics reduced the number of
referrals for special education was measured on the Inclusion Teacher Survey. The
school district's Department of Strategic Evaluation, Assessment, and Support provided
additional information regarding the number of referrals for special education services by
school for 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008. According to the Senior Coordinator
of Research & Evaluation of this department, the data recording system that was in place
from 2005-2008 was changed at the end of the 2007-2008 school year which rendered the
2008-2009 data difficult for the district to retrieve for inclusion in this study.

Student Achievement in Reading
Student achievement in reading was collected using the mean scaled scores for
third through fifth grades on the Virginia Standards of Learning reading assessment for
the 2008-2009 school year. The district's Department of Strategic Evaluation,
Assessment, and Support provided mean scaled scores for the Reading SOL for each
grade level, third through fifth. This information was used to determine a grand mean for
each school. SOL scores range from 200-600. A score of 400 represents passing at a
minimally proficient level. 500 represents passing with advanced proficiency.

Socioeconomic Status
The Department of Strategic Evaluation, Assessment, and Support also provided
the socioeconomic status (SES) for each school. These SES data were determined
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through the percentage of students participating in the federal free and reduced lunch
program for 2008-2009.
Findings
The six research questions that were the focus of this study were answered using
the P ASW Statistics Base, version 17 .0, formerly known as the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences Gradpack (SPSS). The analyses of the data by research question follow.

Research Question One:
What is the implementation status of the components of Response to Intervention for
academics in the elementary schools in one school district in Virginia?
In order to answer this question, reliability and validity information for the
measure used to determine the implementation status of the components of Response to
Intervention for academics was conducted. A factor analysis was conducted on the ten
items from the Alaska Response to Instruction/Intervention Implementation Survey as
well as one additional question regarding family involvement in collaborative meetings
for struggling students. This factor analysis was conducted in an effort to affirm that all
items from the measure were strongly related to each other in order to determine
construct validity. Two ofthese eleven items, (1) A general curriculum is available to all
students, and (2) Parents of struggling students are invited to attend collaborative
meetings about their students' work and progress, demonstrated communalities of less
than .4 using the Maximum Likelihood extraction method. For this reason, these two
items were eliminated. With these two items eliminated, the nine remaining items loaded
strongly on one single factor, identified as Response to Intervention for Academics. As
only one factor was extracted, the solution could not be rotated. The items loaded
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strongly and ranged from .60 to .83 with a Cronbach's Alpha reliability of .92.
Researchers report that this level of reliability indicates a range from very good to
excellent (George & Mallery, 2003; Devellis 1991). This one factor, RTI for Academics,
explained 58.67% of the variance. The factor loadings for these nine items can be found
in Table 4.
Table 4
Factor Loading Table for Rtlfor Academics
Item

Factor
1

Academic interventions are in place for students most in need.

.83

Assessments are utilized to monitor progress frequently, especially for students

.83

receiving interventions.
Data is collected, analyzed, and used to guide decisions with instruction and

.80

interventions.
A problem-solving approach is used to assist staff in identifying effective

.76

interventions and instructional strategies for struggling students.
A clearly defined RTI process is in place for academics.

.73

RTI is used as part of the process for identification for special education.

.69

Research-based academic interventions are available for students not successful

.66

with the general curriculum.
Collaborative meetings are held regularly and attended by all staff to discuss

.66

student work and progress.
A common screening assessment is used for all students at least 3 times per
year.

.60
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The data from these measures were aggregated at the school level as this was the
unit of analysis for this study. Originally, this researcher intended to get one mean that
measured the implementation status of Rtl for Academics for each school that included
the four components of Universal Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered Interventions,
Progress Monitoring, and Family Involvement. In the factor analysis, Universal
Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered Interventions, and Progress Monitoring were all
subsumed within the RTI for Academics factor. Since family involvement measured a
separate construct, an additional factor analysis was conducted on the eleven items used
to measure family involvement from the Parent Climate Survey. This analysis was
conducted to determine the reliability and validity of this measure. This eleven item
measure loaded as two factors. The first factor, represented by eight ofthe items, is being
identified as Family Engagement. The second factor, represented by three items, is being
identified as Physical Presence. Collectively, this eleven item measure demonstrated a
reliability using Cronbach's Alpha of .86. This level of reliability indicates a range from
respectable to good (George & Maller, 2003; Devellis 1991). These factors had
Eigenvalues of 5.06 for Factor 1 and 1.70 for the second factor. Cumulatively, these two
factors explained 61.5% ofthe total variance among the items with Family Engagement
accounting for 46% of the variance and Physical Presence accounting for 15.5%. The
items loaded strongly on each factor with Family Engagement items ranging from .54 to
.84, and Physical Presence items loading from .47 to .83. The factor loadings for these
items can be found in Table 5.
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Table 5
Factor Loadings for Family Involvement Items

Item

Factor 1:

Factor 2:

Family

Physical

Engagement

Presence

This school keeps me well informed.

.84

School personnel listen to me if I have a concern.

.84

The school's administration is accessible and responds to

.81

my concerns in a timely manner.
I can get help for my child from the school if needed.

.77

The school's administration uses a variety of methods to

.73

effectively communicate with parents about school
activities and student education.
Parental involvement in the school is welcomed.

.68

I am kept informed of my child's progress.

.65

I can reach my child's teacher(s) easily.

.54

I often attend school events.

.83

I often volunteer for activities at school.

.65

I regularly attend parent-teacher conferences.

.47
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Additionally, reliability information was also computed using Cronbach's Alpha
for each of the two subscales of Family Involvement. The subscale for Family
Engagement was found to have a Cronbach' s Alpha reliability of .91, indicating
reliability of the measure ranging from very good to excellent (George & Mallery, 2003;
Devellis 1991). The subscale of Physical Presence was determined to have a reliability
of .68. While some researchers report that .70 is the lowest accepted alpha value,
Devellis' (1991) criteria notes that alpha values from .65-.70 are considered in the
minimally acceptable range. In addition to the factor analysis, descriptive statistics were
computed for RTI for Academics, Family Engagement, and Physical Presence and can be
found in Table 6.
Table 6

Descriptive Datafor Rtlfor Academics, Family Engagement, and Physical Presence
(N=35)

Variables
R TI for Academics
Family Involvement

Mean

S.D.

Range

Reliability

3.46

.55

2.07-4.0

.92

4.19

.15

3.82-4.46

Full Scale: .86
Sub Scale: .91

Factor 1: Family Engagement

Family Involvement
Factor II: Physical Presence

3.75

.23

3.23-4.36

Full Scale: .86
Sub Scale: .68
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This R TI for Academics mean score is based on a scale with the following values
(4) Fully Implemented, (3) Early Implementation Stages, (2) Scheduled Implementation
in 2009-2010, and (1) Beginning Discussions. The mean score of 3.46 indicates that
teachers in this district report that the implementation level ofRTI for Academics is
between Early Implementation and Full Implementation. At the building level, scores
ranged from 2.07 to 4.0 indicating that while some schools are involved in this process at
the level of having implementation plans scheduled to begin during the 2009-2010 school
year, other schools report full implementation ofRTI for Academics.
The means for Family Engagement and Physical Presence are based on the
following values (5) Strongly Agree, (4) Agree, (3) Neutral, (2) Disagree, and (1)
Strongly Disagree. The district mean score of 4.19 for Family Engagement indicates that
parents report their involvement in their children's education ranks at the upper end of the
measure. Individual schools reported Family Engagement levels ranging from 3.82-4.46.
These scores indicate that parents reported positive feelings in regard to the schools
keeping them informed of their children's progress, having accessible administration who
respond to concerns in a timely manner, feeling that their concerns are heard, providing
help for their children, using a variety of methods to effectively communicate about
school activities and students' education, and being able to reach their children's teachers
easily. In fact, 29 of the 35 schools had a mean of 4.0 or higher for Family Engagement.
The district mean for Physical Presence of parents in the schools was 3.75. At the
school level, mean scores for Physical Presence ranged from 3.23-4.36. These data
indicate that parents reported lower levels of involvement on the items used to measure
Physical Presence as compared to Family Engagement in this district. These items
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included attending school events, volunteering at the school, and participating in parentteacher conferences.

Research Question Two:
To what extent is the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for Academics
related to the collective efficacy of teachers?
In order to answer this question, descriptive statistics were calculated for
collective efficacy. The values for this measure were on a scale from one to nine: (1)
None at all, (3) Very Little, (5) Some Degree, (7) Quite a Bit, and (9) A Great Deal. The
mean score for the collective efficacy of the elementary schools in this district was 7.60
with the range ofthe individual buildings ranging from 6.91 to 8.19. This indicates that
the teachers in this district report that they have "quite a bit" of confidence in the
collective ability of the faculty to plan and carry out action steps that will have a positive
impact on students. These descriptive data are reported in Table 7.
Table 7

Descriptive Data for Collective Efficacy (N=35)
Variable

Mean

S.D.

Range

Reliability

Collective Efficacy

7.60

.33

6.91- 8.19

.97

A Bivariate Correlation Analysis was conducted to determine the relationship
between R TI for Academics and the collective efficacy of teachers. Findings from the
data obtained in the Bivariate Correlation Analysis indicated that RTI for Academics was
not significantly correlated with collective efficacy. However, Family Engagement (r =
.64, p < .01) and Physical Presence (r = .40, p < .05) both correlated significantly at the
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moderate level with collective efficacy. Family Engagement and Physical Presence were
also significantly correlated with each other at the moderate level (r = .46, p < .01).
These findings suggest that when Family Engagement and Physical Presence increase,
teachers feel they can more effectively meet the needs of the students they serve (see
Table 8).
Table 8

Bivariate Correlation Analysis of Rtf, Family Engagement, Physical Presence, and
Collective Efficacy

RTI
R TI for Academics
Family Involvement

FE
.04

pp

CE

-.24

-.01

.46**

.64**

Factor I: Family Engagement (FE)
Family Involvement

.40*

Factor II: Physical Presence (PP)
Collective Efficacy (CE)
Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p <.01, two-tailed.

Research Question Three:
To what extent is the level of implementation of RTffor Academics related to parents'
trust in schools?
An investigation into the reliability and validity of the parents' trust in schools
measure was employed to answer this question. A factor analysis was conducted on the
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35 items used to measure this construct as although the items were closely aligned with
the Forsyth and Adams measure only two of the items were an exact match. This factor
analysis was conducted in an effort to affirm that all35 items from the measure were
strongly related to each other in order to determine construct validity. One of these 35
items, "I regularly attend parent-teacher conferences", demonstrated a communality of
less than .4 using the Maximum Likelihood extraction method. For this reason, this item
was eliminated. This analysis revealed four distinct factors composing the construct of
Parents' Trust in schools. These factors include: (1) Parents' Trust in the Teacher, (2)
Parents' Trust in the Administration, (3) Parents' Trust in High Standards, and (4)
Parents' Trust in School Safety. Parents' Trust in the Teacher had an Eigenvalue of
19.26 and accounted for 55.04% ofthe variance. Parents' Trust in the Administration
had an Eigenvalue of1.6 and added 4.55% ofvariance. Parent's Trust in High Standards
with an Eigenvalue of 1.33 accounted for an additional3.8%. The final factor, Parents'
Trust in School Safety, with an Eigenvalue of 1.03 added an additional 2.93% for a
cumulative variance ofthese four factors of66.33%. The items loaded strongly for each
factor with a range of .46 to .74 for Factor 1, .39 to .73 for Factor 2, .49 to .74 for Factor
3, and .43 to .78 for Factor 4. The reliability for this measure using Cronbach's Alpha
was .98.

The loading by item for each of these factors can be found in Table 9.
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Table 9

Factor Loadings for Parents' Trust
Item

Factor 1:
Parents'
Trust in
Teachers

Teachers at my child's school
are good at teaching.

.74

Students can depend on
teachers for help.

.72

Teachers at my child's school
do a terrific job.

.72

Teachers are willing to go the
extra mile to help my
child.

.71

I respect my child's teacher.

.68

Teachers at my child's school
are helpful.

.68

Teachers at my child's school
are fair.

.63

I can reach my child's
teacher(s) easily.

.56

Teachers at the school believe
my child can learn.

.55

I am satisfied with the overall
instruction my child has
received at this school.

.55

I am kept informed of my
child's progress.

.54

Teachers at this school are
trustworthy.

.54

My child has access to extra
help at school if needed.

.48

Factor 2:
Parent's Trust
in Admin.

Factor 3:

Factor 4:

Parents'
Trust in
High
Standards

Parents'
Trust in
School
Safety
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People at the school care
about my child.

.46

The school's administration is
accessible and responds to
my concerns in a timely
manner.

.73

School personnel listen to me
if I have a concern.

.64

This school keeps me well
informed.

.62

The school's administration
uses a variety of methods
to effectively
communicate with parents
about school activities
and student education.

.61

The principal is an effective
leader of the school.

.59

I can get help for my child
from the school if needed.

.55

I trust that the school's
personnel are looking out
for my child's best
interests.

.46

Community members attend
meetings to stay informed
about our school.

.39

The school sets high
standards for academic
performance.

.74

This school has high
standards for all.

.62

The content of my child's
course is challenging.

.59

The school has done a good
job teaching my child
how to read.

.56

The learning environment is
orderly.

.50
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Academic achievement is
recognized and
acknowledged by the
school.

.49

My child is safe at school.

.78

I don't have to worry about
my child when he/she is
at school.

.67

The school's administration
places priority on an
orderly, safe, and secure
learning environment.

.60

My child can talk to someone
at school if they do not
feel safe.

.47

Student discipline is enforced
fairly and consistently.

.44

School personnel are honest.

.43

Descriptive statistics for Parents' Trust in schools by factor are reflected in Table
10. Mean scores are based on a scale with the following values: (5) Strongly Agree, (4)
Agree, (3) Neutral, (2) Disagree, and (1) Strongly Disagree. The following district mean
scores indicate that many parents report high levels of trust ranging from agree to
strongly agree. The mean score for Parents' Trust in the Teacher was 4.24. Parents' Trust
in the Administration was 4.05. Parents' Trust that the School has High Standards had a
mean of 4.17. The mean for Parents' Trust in School Safety was 4.15.
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Table 10
Descriptive Data of Parents' Trust in Teacher, Administration, High Standards, and
School Safety (N=35)
Variables

Mean

S.D.

Range

Sub scale
Reliability

Parents' Trust in Teacher

4.24

.18

3.77-4.51

oc= .96

Parents' Trust in Administration

4.05

.18

3.68-4.39

oc= .91

Parent's Trust in High Standards

4.17

.20

3.65-4.61

oc = .91

Parents' Trust in School Safety

4.15

.19

3.79-4.54

oc = .91

Findings from the data obtained in the Bivariate Correlation Analysis indicated
that RTI for Academics was not significantly correlated with Parents' Trust in schools.
However, Family Engagement was significantly correlated with Parents' Trust in the
Teacher (r = .83, p < .01), Parent's Trust in the Administration (r = .92, p < .01), Parents'
Trust in High Standards (r = .74, p < .01), and Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .83, p

< .01). Additionally, Parents' Trust in the Teacher was significantly correlated with
Physical Presence (r = .36, p < .05), Parent's Trust in Administration (r = .70, p < .01),
Parents' Trust in High Standards (r = .82, p < .01), and Parents' Trust in School Safety (r
=

.82, p < .01). Parents' Trust in the Administration is significantly correlated to Parents'

Trust in School Safety (r = .82, p < .01), Parents' Trust in the Teacher (r = .70, p < .01),
and Parents' Trust in High Standards (r = .72, p < .01). Parents' Trust in High Standards
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was also found to be significantly correlated to Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .82, p
< .01), (See Table 11).
Table 11
Bivariate Correlation Analysis of RtL Family Involvement, Collective Efficacy, and
Parents' Trust in Schools
Rti
Rti for Academics
Family Involvement:

FE

pp

.04

-.24

-.01

.19

.46**

.64**

.40*

CE

THS

TSS

.13

.17

.23

.83**

.92**

.74**

.83**

.36*

.25

.30

.31

.55**

.52**

.50**

.68**

.70**

.82**

.82**

.72**

.82**

TT

TA

Family Engagement (FE)
Family Involvement
Physical Presence (PP)
Collective Efficacy (CE)
Parents' Trust in the
Teacher (TT)
Parents' Trust in the
Administration (T A)
Parents' Trust in High
Standards (THS)
Parents' Trust in School
Safety (TSS)
Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p <.01, two-tailed.

.82**
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Research Question Four:
To what extent is the level of implementation of RTI for academics correlated with the
number of referrals for evaluation for special education services when controlling for
socio-economic status?
Descriptive data were calculated for teacher perceptions related to the extent RTI
has reduced the number of referrals for special education services. The scale for this
measure was: (5) Reduced 50% or more, (4) Reduced 10-40%, (3) Reduced less than
10%, (2) Has not reduced, and (1) Insufficient data at this time. The mean for this
measure was 2.39 for the district. Individual buildings ranged from 1.00-4.00. Two
schools indicated that they believed the Rtl process helped reduce referrals by 10-40%.
Twelve schools believed Rtl reduced referrals to special education by less than 10%. Ten
schools reported that Rtl had not reduced referrals at their schools. Additionally, ten
schools reported lacking the information to be able to assess the reduction at this time.
Descriptives for socio-economic status (SES) were reported using the percentage
of students in the school who receive free or reduced price lunches as a proxy. The mean
SES for this district was 64.75 with a standard deviation of 18.42. Individual schools
ranged from having as low as 27.48% of their student population receiving free or
reduced priced lunches to having as many as 97.17% students in need of free or reduced
lunches. These descriptive statistics are reported in Table 12.
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Table 12

Descriptive Data for Perceptions ofReductions in Referrals for Special Education and
SES
Variables

Mean

S.D.

Range

Perceptions of Reductions in

2.39

.89

1.00-4.00

64.75

18.42

27.48- 97.17

Referrals for Special Education
SES (Free/Reduced Lunch %)

A partial correlation analysis was conducted to control for the effects of
socioeconomic status. Findings from the data obtained in this analysis indicated that Rtl
was significantly correlated at a moderate level with teachers' perceptions of the impact
ofRti on the reduction of the number of referrals for special education (r = .41, p < .05).
This finding supported earlier research regarding the relationship between the
implementation of Rtl for Academics and the reduction of referrals for special education
services (McCook, 2006; Gibbons, 2008).
Family Engagement and Physical Presence (r = .38, p < .05) also demonstrated a
significant correlation at the moderate level while controlling for SES. Rtl was found to
have a negative correlation at the moderate level with Physical Presence (r = -.35, p <
.05). These findings depicted in Table 13 suggest that when Physical Presence of parents
decreases teachers are more likely to attribute a greater impact to the power of Rtl to
reduce referrals to special education.
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Table 13

Partial Correlation Analysis of RtL Family Involvement, Collective Efficacy, Parents'
Trust in Schools, and Referrals for Special Education Controlling for SES
Control Variable:
SES
Rtl for Academics
Family Engagement

Rti

FE

pp

CE

.05

-.35*

-.09

.09

.38*

.59*

(FE)

*

Physical Presence (PP)

.32

Collective Efficacy

THS

TSS

RR

.07

.07

.15

.41 *

.81 **

.91 **

.71 **

.80**

.16

.23

.17

.17

.17

-.12

.48**

.48**

.44*

.63**

.06

.69**

.78**

.80**

.32

.71 **

.81 **

.14

.81 **

.12

TT

TA

(CE)
Parents' Trust in the
Teacher (TT)
Parents' Trust in the
Administration (TA)
Parents' Trust in High
Standards (THS)
Parents' Trust in School
Safety (TSS)
Referral Reductions
(RR)

Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p <.01, two-tailed.

.25
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Additionally, the referral data for school years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 20072008 were analyzed. These data illustrate a steady decrease at both the elementary and
district levels in the number of initial referrals for special education services during these
years. In 2005-2006, this school district reported receiving 728 initial referrals for
consideration for eligibility for special education services from the elementary schools.
In 2006-2007, this number was down for the elementary schools by 98 initial referral
requests to 630. This represents a 14% decrease from 2005-2006. In 2007-2008, this
number continued to drop an additional 97 initial referrals to 533 requests for initial
referrals for evaluations from the elementary schools. This represents a 15% decrease
from 2006-2007 to 2007-2008 and a 27% decrease in initial referrals from 2005-2006 to
2007-2008. These data can be found in Table 14.
Table 14

Number of Initial Referrals by School Year
2005-2006
Elementary:

728

Initial Referrals for Special Education

2006-2007

2007-2008

630

533

(-14%)

(-15%)

816

641

(-12%)

(-21 %)

(Decrease from previous year)
District:
Initial Referrals for Special Education
(Decrease from previous year)

928
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Research Question 5: What is the relationship between the level of implementation of
Response to Intervention for Academics and student achievement in reading?
Descriptive data were calculated for student achievement in reading. The school level
mean scores for the third, fourth, and fifth grade for the 2008-2009 Reading SOL
assessment were used to compute a grand mean for student achievement for each school
(See Appendix C). The mean score for student achievement in reading was 469.09 with a
standard deviation of 18.48. Individual schools grand means ranged from 422.55 to
511.02. A score of 400 on this measure represents passing at the Proficient level. A
score of 500 or above indicates passing at the Advanced level. These data indicate that
33 of the elementary schools in this district currently have mean scores that indicate
proficiency in reading as measured by the Virginia SOL assessment for Reading. Two of
the elementary schools have means in the advanced performance range. These data are
, reported in Table 15.
Table 15

Descriptive Data for Student Achievement and SES (N=35)
Variables

Mean

S.D.

Range

Student Achievement in

469.09

18.48

422.55- 511.02

64.75

18.42

27.48-97.17

Reading for Grades 3-5
SES (Free/Reduced Lunch %)

Findings from the data obtained in the Bivariate Correlation Analysis indicated
that Rtl for Academics was not significantly correlated with achievement as measured by
the Reading SOL assessment. However, student achievement in reading was correlated
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with Family Engagement (r = .63, p < .01), Physical Presence (r =.51, p < .01), and
Collective Efficacy (r = .49, p < .01). All four factors of Parents' Trust in schools were
also significantly correlated with student achievement. The relationships were as
follows: Parents' Trust in the Teacher (r =.55, p < .01), Parents' Trust in Administration
(r =.55, p < .01), Parents' Trust in High Standards (r =.59, p < .01), and Parents' Trust in
School Safety (r = .65, p < .01). These findings are represented in Table 16.
Table 16
Bivariate Correlation Analysis of Rtf, Family Involvement, Collective Efficacy, Parents'
Trust in Schools, and Student Achievement in Reading
Rtl
Rtl for

FE
.04

pp

CE

TT

TA

THS

TSS

SA

-.24

-.01

.19

.13

.17

.23

-.01

.46**

.64**

.83**

.92**

.74**

.83**

.63**

.40*

.36*

.25

.30

.31

.51**

.55**

.52**

.50**

.68**

.49**

.70**

.82**

.82**

.55**

.72**

.82**

.55**

.82**

.59**

Academics
Family
Engagement
Physical
Presence
Collective
Efficacy
Parents' Trust in
Teacher
Parents' Trust in
Administration
Parents' Trust in
High Standards
Parents' Trust in
School Safety
Student
Achievement in
Reading
Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p <.01, two-tailed.

.65**
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A partial correlational analysis was conducted to determine if these relationships
would hold true when accounting for the effects of SES. When controlling for SES,
student achievement in reading was still found to correlate significantly with Family
Engagement (r =.56, p < .01), Physical Presence (r = .39, p < .05), and Collective
Efficacy (r = .39, p < .05). Three of the four factors of Parents' Trust in school
maintained their significant correlations with student achievement when controlling for
SES. The relationships that remained significant included Parents' Trust in
Administration (r =.53, p < .01), Parent's Trust in High Standards (r = .44, p < .05), and
Parents' Trust in School Safety (r =.51, p < .01), (see Table 17).
These findings suggest that when the factors of Family Engagement; Physical
Presence; Collective Efficacy; Parents' Trust in the Administration, High Standards, and
School Safety are present, student achievement is likely to be greater than when it is not
even when controlling for the effects of socio-economic status of students.
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Table 17

Partial Correlation Analysis of Rtf, Family Involvement, Collective Efficacy, Parents'
Trust in Schools, Referrals for Special Education, and Student Achievement when
Controlling for SES
Control
Variable: SES
Rtl for

Rtl

FE

pp

CE

- .05

-.35*

-.09

.09

.38*

.59**
.32

TT

TA

SA

THS

TSS

RR

.07

.07

.15

.41 *

.28

.81 **

.91 **

.71 **

.80**

.16

.56**

.23

.17

.17

.17

-.12

.39*

.48**

.48**

.44*

.63**

.06

.40*

.69**

.78**

.80**

.32

.34

.71 **

.81 **

.14

.53**

.81 **

.12

.44*

.25

.51**

Academics
Family
Engagement
Physical
Presence
Collective
Efficacy
Parents' Trust
in the Teacher
Parents' Trust
in the
Administration
Parents' Trust
in High
Standards
Parents' Trust
in School
Safety
Referral
Reductions for
Special
Education
Note. *p < .05, two-tailed. **p <.01, two-tailed.

.13
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Research Question 6: What are the relative impacts of the collective efficacy of teachers,
parents' trust in schools, the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
Academics, and the rate ofreferrals for special education to student achievement while
controlling for socioeconomic status?

A Multiple Regression was conducted to determine the relative impacts of the
independent variables of Collective Efficacy of teachers, Parents' Trust in the schools,
the implementation level of Rtl for Academics, and the rate of referrals for special
education on the dependent variable of student achievement as measured by the Virginia
Standards of Learning test in Reading for grades three through five. Socioeconomic
status was controlled for in this analysis in order to get a more accurate view of the
impact of each factor. Data from these analyses revealed that while socioeconomic status
explained 49% of the variance in student achievement, collectively the variables of
Collective Efficacy ofteachers, the four factors of Parents' Trust in Schools, Rtl for
Academics, Family Engagement, Physical Presence, and the reduction in the rate of
referrals for special education explained an additional27% of the variance. While none
of these factors alone explained a large portion of the variance, collectively they do make
a difference in achievement for students. When these factors are present, students are
more likely to achieve at higher levels. When combined with SES, 76% of the variance in
student achievement can be explained, (see Table 18).
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Table 18

Regression Analysis ofColt'ective Efficacy, Parents' Trust in Schools, Rtlfor Academics,
Family Engagement, Physical Presence, Referrals for Special Education, and SES
Student Achievement
Beta

T

Sig.

Collective Efficacy

- .04

- .21

.83

Parents' Trust in Teacher

- .47

- 1.54

.14

Parents' Trust in Administration

.02

.04

.97

Parents' Trust in High Standards

.23

.99

.33

Parent's Trust in School Safety

.30

.97

.34

-.24

- 1.80

.09

Family Engagement

.31

.61

.55

Physical Presence

.15

1.01

.33

Referrals for Special Education

.18

1.41

.17

Rtl for Academics

R 2 = .49

Socio-economic Status (SES)

Adjusted R 2= .48
S.E. = 13.55
R 2 =.76

Collective Efficacy, Parents' Trust,
Rti for Academics, Family
Engagement, Physical Presence,
Referrals for Special Education, and
SES

Adjusted R 2= .65
S.E.

=

11.10

Summary
Significant relationships were found to exist among several of the variables tested
in this study. The multiple regression analysis revealed that collectively Rtl for
Academics, Collective Efficacy, Parents' Trust in schools, Family Engagement, Physical
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Presence, and the referrals for special education explained 27% of the variance in student
achievement. When theSES of students was added, these factors explained 76% ofthe
variance in student achievement. At a time when educators are searching to find ways to
reach every child, these factors can collectively offer schools opportunities to help more
children meet academic success. Discussion of the findings of this study, implications
for practice, and recommendations for future research are included in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTERV
Discussion, Implications for Practice, and Recommendations for Future Research
While educators today continue to strive to reach our nation's goal of helping
every child meet academic success, Response to Intervention has emerged as a promising
practice to assist families and educators in combining their efforts towards reaching this
goal. Since the Rtl process was introduced in IDEA 2004, states have reported various
stages of implementation of this process. Researchers have called for additional studies
to continue to investigate the implementation status of Rtl within local districts of
individual states (Great Lakes West Comprehensive Assistance Center, 2007; Hoover, et
al., 2008). This study intended to answer this call as well as investigate additional
relationships which may impact student achievement within the context of Rtl for
academics.
This study examined the implementation status of the academic components of
Rtl in the 35 elementary schools in one urban school district in Virginia. Additionally,
the relationships among the implementation status of the academic components of Rtl,
family involvement, collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in schools, referrals for
special education services, and student achievement were investigated. Three surveys,
district information for the number of referrals for special education, and SOL Reading
achievement data were collected and analyzed to answer the following questions:
1.

What is the implementation status of the components of Response to
Intervention for academics in the elementary schools in one school district in
Virginia?
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2.

To what extent is the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
academics related to the collective efficacy of teachers?

3. To what extent is the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for
academics related to parents' trust in schools?
4. To what extent is the level of implementation ofResponse to Intervention for
academics correlated with the number of referrals for evaluation for special
education services when controlling for socioeconomic status?
5. What is the relationship between the level of implementation of Response to
Intervention for academics and student achievement in reading?
6. What are the relative impacts of the collective efficacy of teachers, parents'
trust in schools, the level of implementation of Response to Intervention for
academics, and the rate of referrals for special education on student
achievement while controlling for socioeconomic status?
Significant relationships were found to be present among several of the variables
in this study. This chapter provides a discussion of the findings, implications for practice,
and recommendations for future research. As this study has the·limitations and
delimitations discussed in Chapter I, the findings of this study are intended to be limited
to the district studied.
Summary and Discussion of Findings
Implementation Status of the Components of Rtf for Academics in the Elementary Schools
of this District.
The implementation status of Rti for Academics for this district demonstrated that
the components which include Universal Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered
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Interventions, and Progress Monitoring are making their way into the elementary schools
of this local school district. The factor analyses revealed that the components ofRTI for
academics that this researcher included in the conceptual framework for this study
actually stood as two separate constructs, Rti for Academics and Family Involvement.
As this was the case, both of these constructs were investigated to examine their
relationships with the variables of collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, the
number of referrals for special education, and student achievement.

Rtlfor Academics. In the analysis ofthe implementation ofRti for Academics, a
district mean of3.46 was obtained indicating that as a district, the implementation status
ofRti for Academics fell between Early (3.0) and Full Implementation (4.0). This district
further reported mean scores indicating implementation levels between Early and Full
Implementation on each of the nine items in this measure (See Appendix D). The three
highest implementation means were reported for the following items: 1) collecting,
analyzing, and using data to guide instructional decisions and the need for interventions
(3.74); 2) the use of common screening assessments (3.67); and 3) the frequent use of
assessments to monitor student's progress, especially those receiving interventions (3.63).
The three items which received the mean scores closest to the Early implementation level
were 1) holding collaborative meetings regularly that are attended by staffto discuss the
student's work and progress (3.32); 2) using Rti as part of the process for identification
for special education (3.29); and 3) having a clearly defined Rti process in place for
academics (3.07).

Family Involvement. Family involvement was found to be composed of two
factors, Family Engagement and Physical Presence. The district means for Family
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Engagement, 4.19, and Physical Presence, 3.75, indicated that parents of students in this
district reported a range of agree (4.0) to strongly agree (5.0) they are actively engaged in
their children's education. Parents reported the three highest mean scores for Family
Engagement when they felt parent involvement was welcomed in the school (4.44), when
they were kept informed oftheir children's progress (4.38), and when they were able to
reach their children's teachers easily (4.36). The three lowest means for the Family
Engagement items involved accessibility to the school's administration and quick
responses of the administrators to their concerns (4.03), being kept well informed (4.10),
and the willingness of school personnel to listen to their concerns (4.12). For the
Physical Presence subscale, parents reported that they were more likely to attend parent
conferences (4.28) and school events (3.98) than to volunteer at the school (3.23). This
indicates that parents seem to place high value in attending parent conferences to review
their child's progress as more parents report participation in these conferences.
Response to Intervention for Academics, Family Involvement, and Collective Efficacy
The collective efficacy of the educators involved in this study was found to be
significantly correlated with student achievement (r = .40, p < .05). Findings of this study
support previous research that collective efficacy is significantly related to student
achievement (Bandura, 1993; Goddard, 2001; Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). As
collective efficacy is found in schools where achievement is higher, investigating sources
for developing collective efficacy is important for student achievement.
Response to Intervention for Academics and Collective Efficacy. The mean score
for collective efficacy for the elementary schools in this district was 7.60 indicating that
teachers reported having more than "Quite a Bit" of collective efficacy. Collective
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efficacy in the individual buildings ranged from 6.91 to 8.19. Bivariate correlation
analysis revealed that Rtl for Academics was not significantly correlated with collective
efficacy. This was surprising to this researcher as this process provides opportunities to
access the major sources of efficacy beliefs discussed in Chapter 2. The use of universal
screening to identify students who are not meeting academic expectations, implementing
research based interventions designed to target the areas of need, and then monitoring the
progress of the students provides an exceptional opportunity for the development of
mastery experiences which have been found to be predictors of the perceptions of
collective efficacy in schools. Goddard (2001) suggested that collective efficacy could
be increased in schools by setting meaningful goals and then collecting evidence on the
progress towards reaching those goals.
The district means for the use of universal screening assessments, using data to
guide instruction and interventions, and monitoring students' progress received the
highest mean scores of all nine items used to measure Rtl for Academics. Relatively
lower scores on two of the items may help explain why a significant correlation was not
found between Rtl for Academics and collective efficacy. Lower means at the early
implementation level were reported for the district for holding collaborative meetings
regularly that are attended by staff to discuss the student's progress and for using Rtl as
part of the process for identification for special education services. These findings
suggest that educators may be missing out on an opportunity to increase their beliefs in
their collective ability to help students achieve. As educators participate in these
collaborative meetings attended by parents and relevant faculty such as the classroom
teacher, reading specialist, math specialist, guidance counselor, and an administrator to
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discuss students' progress, identify interventions, implement them, and then review the
progress of the student, team members will have the opportunity to learn that through
their collective and persistent efforts, their input can influence students' outcomes. This
should serve as a mastery experience for the educators (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy,
2000). As teachers become active participants in this process, they may be more willing
to put forth greater efforts and sustain those efforts when difficulties arise. Instead of
experiencing feelings of anxiety over concerns for outcomes for struggling students on
end-of-year assessments, educators can work together to proactively identify areas of
need and implement actions over which they can have a significant influence in helping
children be able to overcome the difficulties encountered throughout the school year.
This collaborative process may also allow the team to recognize that through their
efforts more students are able to meet success in the general education classrooms. The
team will be able to more effectively identify the small percentage of students who do not
respond to the interventions and refer them for consideration of eligibility of special
education services. As documentation of the child's response to research-based
interventions are in place from participation in this process, this becomes important
information for the eligibility team as they are able to review what has been tried as well
as understand the impact of targeted research-based instruction on the student's ability to
learn. Without these collaborative meetings, educators may be missing out on the
opportunity to see the impact of their collective efforts and benefit from these mastery
experiences in increasing collective efficacy among the faculty.
An additional explanation for this finding is that there was not much variance in
the descriptive data for collective efficacy and student achievement for the 35 elementary
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schools involved in this study. Specifically, the district mean for collective efficacy was
7.60 which indicates that the elementary schools in this district have more than "Quite a
Bit" of collective efficacy. The standard deviation for collective efficacy was .33 with a
range of6.91-8.19 (see Table 7). This places this district near the top ofthis scale which
does not leave much variability among schools in the area of collective efficacy. When
considering student achievement in the area of reading for this district, the achievement
helps explain the finding of strong collective efficacy of the elementary school teachers
within this district. The mean for student achievement in reading for the elementary
schools in this district was 469.09 with a standard deviation of 18.48. The range was
422.55-511.02 (see Table 15).

A score of 400-499 indicates Pass Proficient and 500

and above equates to Pass Advanced. This data indicates that these scores were very
high and did not leave much variability. An additional finding of interest is the mean for
students who were eligible for free or reduced lunch for this district was 64.75 with a
standard deviation of 18.42. The standard deviation found in SES and student
achievement in reading were very close, 18.42 and 18.48, respectively.
Additionally, in this district 34 of the 35 elementary schools were fully accredited
for the 2008-2009 based on achievement data from the previous school year. Twentyseven of the 35 elementary schools also met the 2008-2009 requirements for Adequate
Yearly Progress (A YP). Recently, released information indicates that based on 20082009 achievement data, 29 of the 35 elementary schools met the A YP requirements for
(VDOE, 2009). This means that two more elementary schools in this district were able to
meet the A YP requirements than the previous year. This is particularly impressive as the
number of Title I schools in this district rose from 20 in 2008-2009 to 22 for 2009-2010.
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Overall, the low levels of variability in collective efficacy are supported by the
achievement of students in the elementary schools in this district indicating that the
elementary schools in this district are an effective place for many of the students served.

Family Involvement and Collective Efficacy. One of the factors of Family
Involvement, Family Engagement (r =.59, p < .01) was found to correlate significantly
with collective efficacy even when controlling for the SES of students. This supports
earlier findings that parental engagement in school activities helps to sustain the
motivation of the faculty and influence perceptions of the educators to believe they can
effectively meet the needs of the learners they serve (Caprara, Barbaranelli, Borgogni, &
Pettita, 2003). In fact, participation in a problem-solving process can serve as the
structure for schools and families to share information, set and work towards goals, and
foster collective responsibility on the part of the families and the teachers (Reschly,
2008). The collaborative meetings which are part of the Rti framework offer this
opportunity for collective problem-solving and shared responsibility between families
and schools.

Rtlfor Academics, Family Involvement, and Parents' Trust in Schools
In this study, three ofthe factors of parents' trust in schools investigated in this
study were deter:mined to be significantly correlated with student achievement when
controlling for SES, Parents' Trust in the Administration (r =.53, p < .01), Parents' Trust
in High Standards (r = .44, p < .05), and Parents' Trust in School Safety (r =.51, p < .01).
This supports previous research where trust has been found to be strong enough to
overcome the negative effects of poverty on student achievement (Adams & Christenson,
2000; Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001). In this study, Parents' Trust in the
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Administration, in High Standards, and School Safety were found to be organizational
variables present in schools with higher levels of achievement. As trust is related to
student achievement, understanding relationships that may lead to increased trust
between schools and families is important.

Rtlfor Academics and Parents' Trust in Schools. Bivariate correlation analysis
indicated that Rtl for Academics was not significantly correlated with parents' trust in
schools. This finding was also surprising for this researcher as the Rtl process offers
opportunities for parents to attend regularly scheduled meetings to review academic
progress and discuss the impact of the interventions implemented for the children who
struggle academically. This finding could be explained by the report of teachers that these
collaborative meetings are at the early implementation level for this district. This is ~m
area for further development and consideration as it provides an opportunity for building
trust through effective communication between parents and educators. Adams and
Christenson (2000) reported that improving communication between home and school is
the best way to build trusting relationships between the families and the schools.

Family Involvement and Parents' Trust in Schools. Significant and strong
correlations were found between Family Engagement and each of the four factors of
Parents' Trust when controlling for SES.

These correlations follow: Parents' Trust in

Teacher (r = .81, p < .01), Parents' Trust in Administration (r = .91, p < .01), Parents'
Trust in High Standards (r = .71, p < .01), and Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .80, p

< .01). This indicates that Family Engagement is highly related to parents' trust in
schools regardless of the socioeconomic status of the students.
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This study further revealed that in schools with high levels of parents' trust, the
following practices are in place to engage families in their children's education: 1) The
school keeps parents well informed; 2) School personnel listen to the concerns of parents;
3) School administration are accessible and quickly respond to the concerns of the
parents; 4) Parents can get help for their children if needed; 5) School administration use
a variety of methods to communicate with parents about activities at school and the
student's education; 6) Parent involvement is welcomed; 7) Parents are kept informed of
their child's progress; and 8) Parents can reach the teacher easily.
Physical Presence was not found to be significantly correlated with parents' trust
in schools when controlling for SES. When SES was not considered, Physical Presence
was found to be significantly correlated with all four factors of Parents' Trust. Those
correlations follow: Parents' Trust in the Teacher (r = .36, p < .05), Parents' Trust in the
Administration (r = .70, p < .01), Parents' Trust in High Standards (r = .82, p < .01), and
Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .82, p < .01). These findings support previous
research wherein parents who reported low to moderate levels of trust reported that they
engaged in parent involvement activities less often (Adams & Christenson, 1998). This
means that parents who spend more time in the schools tend to report greater levels of
trust in the teachers, administration, high standards, and the safety of the school.
Each of the factors of Parents' Trust was also found to be significantly correlated
with each other when controlling for SES. Parents' Trust in the Administration was
strongly and significantly correlated with Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .81, p <
.01), Parents' Trust in the Teacher (r = .69, p < .01), and Parents' Trust in High Standards
(r = .71, p < .01). This indicates that parents who trusted in the administration of the
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school were more likely to also trust the teacher, in the high standards of the school, and
in the safety of the school. The correlation between the trust parents reported in the
administration was most highly correlated with parents' trust in the safety of the school.
Parents' Trust in High Standards was also strongly and significantly correlated
with Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .81, p < .01). Parents who reported that the
school had high standards were more likely to also report that the school was safe.
Parents' Trust in the Teacher was strongly and significantly related to Parents' Trust in
High Standards (r = .78, p < .01) and Parents' Trust in School Safety (r = .80, p < .01).
Parents who trusted the teacher were more likely to also trust that the school had high
standards and that the school was safe.
Rtf for Academics, Family Involvement, and the Number of Referrals for Special
Education Services when Controlling for SES
Findings from a partial correlation analysis controlling for SES revealed that Rtl
for Academics was significantly correlated at a moderate level with teachers' perceptions
of the impact of this process for reducing the number of referrals for special education
services (r = .41, p < .05). Rti for Academics was also found to have a negative
correlation with Physical Presence (r = -.35, p < .05) when controlling for SES. This
indicates that Rti is viewed by educators as an effective process for helping more students
meet success in general education classrooms leading to a reduction in the need for
referrals of students for consideration of special education services. Additionally, when
teachers view parents as having less physical presence in the school, they tend to depend
more on the Rtl process to intervene on behalf of the student for academic support.
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Data provided by the district revealed that the number of initial elementary
referrals for special education services decreased 14%, 728 to 630, from 2005-2006 to
2006-2007. An additional15% decrease in referrals for the elementary schools in this
district took place from 2006-2007 to 2007-2008, 630 to 533 referrals. These findings
regarding the correlation between the implementation of Rtl for Academics and the
reduction in the number of referrals for special education support previous research
(McCook, 2006; Gibbons, 2008; Gibson, 2009). When the components of Universal
Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered Interventions, and Progress Monitoring are being
practiced in schools, students are more likely to be effectively served through general
education reducing the need to consider eligibility for special education services.
Consequently, districts are more likely to experience lower numbers of student referrals
for eligibility for special education services.
It is important to also note some historical context in Virginia that coincides with

the reductions in referrals for this school district. Congress included requirements in
IDEA 1997 for states to begin to collect and examine data to determine whether
significant representation of particular ethnic groups in the identification of students with
disabilities and the subsequent placement of those students in particular settings was
occurring (National Alliance of Black School Educators (NABSE) & ILLIAD Project,
2002). In January 2006, the Virginia Department of Education sent an analysis of data
regarding disproportionality to school districts for the 2004-2005 school year. According
to Dr. Vivian Stith-Williams (2007), VDOE, ofthe 132 school divisions in Virginia,
thirty were exempt from the requirement to address the issue of disproportionality in
special education due to a very small percentage of their student population being African
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American. Approximately, 90 school divisions received notification that they were
disproportionate in specific disability categories and the amount of time spent in Special
Education. Twenty-two school divisions received notification of significant
disproportionality and were required to set aside 15% of their special education funding
for early intervention services. Districts were invited to attend technical assistance
training on disproportionality in the spring of 2006, in Charlottesville, Virginia. At that
training, it was recommended by the VDOE that school districts experiencing
disproportionate representation in at least one of the thirteen categories, develop an action
plan including multiple intervention strategies in general education to address this
difficulty (Stith-Williams, 2007).
Additionally, Dr. Stith-Williams noted that indicators nine and ten ofthe State
Performance Plan for Virginia would require districts to report information that could
help monitor disproportionality in Virginia. Activities designed to aid districts included
technical assistance focused on state and school district policies, practices, and
procedures, related to pre-referral instructional interventions and the appropriateness of
eligibility decisions. Further, Dr. Stith-Williams also emphasized her belief that
disproportionality was an instructional issue of general education (Stith-Williams, 2007).
This emphasis placed on the use of pre-referral interventions in relation to the number of
students districts were finding eligible for special education may have contributed to this
district's need to place importance in this area.

Rtf for Academics, Family Involvement, and Student Achievement
Rtf for Academics and Student Achievement. Bivariate correlation analysis
revealed that Rtl for Academics was not significantly correlated with student
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achievement in reading as measured by the SOL assessment for grades three through five.
While disappointing, factors are present that may have led to this finding. The
implementation of the collaboration piece of the Rtl process and the use of researchbased interventions proven to be effective for the area of difficulty implemented are two
areas where teachers reported early implementation levels for the Rti for Academics
process. This district will need to consider whether collaborative teams that include
parents and educators meeting to select interventions and monitor progress together are
currently in place. Additionally, consideration must be given to understanding if the
selected interventions currently being used are based on research. The impact of Rtl for
Academics on student achievement is promising as the number of referrals for special
education services has gone down substantially, indicating that more students are meeting
success in the general education classrooms. This may be one of the first areas where
growth in achievement is found.

Family Involvement and Student Achievement. A partial correlational analysis
was conducted to investigate relationships related to student achievement when
controlling for SES. The family involvement factors, Family Engagement (r = .56, p <
.01) and Physical Presence (r = .39, p < .05), were significantly correlated with student
achievement. This indicates that schools with higher levels of achievement have families
who are engaged in the school, attend parent-teacher conferences, participate in school
events, and report higher levels of volunteering at the school. This supports previous
research that found when families are involved in their children's education, achievement
is positively impacted regardless of SES (Purkey & Smith, 1983; Henderson & Mapp,
2002; Mapp, 2004).
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The Relative Impacts of Collective Efficacy, Parents' Trust in Schools, Implementation of
Rtlfor Academics, Family Involvement, and Referrals for Special Education on Student
Achievement While Controlling for SES
A Multiple Regression was used to investigate the relative impacts of the
variables of collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in schools, the implementation
level of Rtl for Academics, family involvement, and the number of referrals for special
education on student achievement while controlling for the economic status of the
students. Student achievement in reading was measured by the Virginia Standards of
Learning test in Reading for students in grades three through five. These analyses
revealed that while SES explained 49% of the variance in student achievement, 27% of
the variance was explained when collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in schools,
RTI for Academics, family involvement, and a reduction in the rate of referrals for
special education were collectively present. Although none of these variables explained a
large amount of the variance by itself, together these factors do make a difference in
student achievement. Students are more likely to achieve at higher levels in schools
where these factors are present.

Implications for Practice
In the guidance document for implementing Virginia's Response to Intervention
Initiative, the VDOE (2007) recommended that school districts form Rtl implementation
teams to study the philosophy and practices ofRti for the purpose of helping individual
schools effectively implement these practices. As school and districts are likely to be at
varying levels of implementation, a needs assessment may be helpful to develop a clear
picture of the implementation status of each school or district.
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Development and Implementation of Rtlfor Academics
Needs Assessment. As districts either begin this process or seek to evaluate where
individual schools are in this implementation process, it w:ill be helpful to have a measure
to serve as a tool for conducting a needs assessment. The findings of this study resulted
in a reliable and valid measure for measuring the implementation.status ofRti for
Academics. This measure can be used by educational leaders to determine the
implementation status of Rtl for Academics in individual schools which could be
compiled for use at the district or state level. Results obtained from the use of this survey
could serve as a needs assessment to identify areas to focus on for fostering the
development ofRti for Academics in schools and districts. For example, in this study,
the educators in this district reported relatively lower levels of incorporating Rtl for
Academics into their process for identifying students for special education services and
for holding collaborative meetings attended by relevant staff such as the classroom
teacher and reading specialist to discuss the students' progress. The information obtained
from this measure could be used to reveal opportunities for growth and guide
professional development at the school and district level. By reviewing the information
for individual schools, opportunities to visit schools with higher levels of implementation
in a particular area are available. For instance, if a school would like to learn more about
how to incorporate Rtl for Academics into the identification process of students with
disabilities, the school would be able to seek out other schools who reported higher
implementation levels in this area to engage in discussions and school visits to observe
the process in action.
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Research-Based Interventions. An additional implication for practice is the need
for the identification of research-based academic interventions for use with students who
are not successful in the general curriculum. Gaps between areas of academic need and
the research-based interventions available should be identified. Once these gaps are
identified, educators at the school or district level need to be prepared to be
knowledgeable consumers of research as interventions are selected and purchased for use
in the schools. Currently, many of the interventions listed on the What Works
Clearinghouse website report the review status of the intervention as "No Studies
Meeting Evidence Standards" (USDOE, 2009). University partnerships with colleges
and universities may be able to help bridge this gap by teaching the educational leaders
how to be educated consumers of research-based interventions. This would allow
educators to be more knowledgeable in the selection process when choosing interventions
for use in schools and districts.

Collaborative Meetings. The collaborative process ofRtl which includes inviting
parents and educators to attend meetings together to discuss the needs of the student,
select research-based interventions targeted to address the area of difficulty, and then
meeting again to collectively monitor the students' progress is an important piece of this
process. It is through this collaborative process that opportunities for enhancing
collective efficacy and parents' trust in schools are possible. Researchers have found that
collaboration between families and schools is also positively related to improved
academic performance for students (Conway & Houtenville, 2008; Henderson & Mapp,
2002; Jeynes, 2005' Reschly, 2008; Walther-Thomas, Korinek, McLaughlin, & Williams,
2000).
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Rtf and Eligibility for Special Education. School districts should also work to
incorporate the use of the Rti for Academics process into district practices and policies
related to eligibility for special education services. IDEA 2004 removed the mandate
requiring the use of the significant discrepancy formula and expanded opportunities for
educators to use a process for determining students' response to research-based
interventions for eligibility determinations. This proactive process specifically addresses
opportunities for early intervention and the over-identification of students for special
education services due to lack of quality instruction (Lipson & Wixson, 2008). Working
through this process, provides documentation for educators of students' access to
effective instruction and targeted interventions as well as how the student responded to
the intervention. Additionally, parents who have worked through this process will not be
surprised if a request to evaluate for eligibility for special education services is asked for
by the school as they will have been through the process of trying interventions first.
Collective Efficacy
Developing collective efficacy is particularly important for schools as educators
who possess strong instructional efficacy operate under the belief that even the students
who are considered to have the most difficulty learning can learn when additional effort
and effective techniques are employed by the teachers (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). This
translates into the ability of schools with high levels of collective efficacy to have the
ability to have a greater impact on students' achievement than socio-economic status.
Actions of educators that have been found to increase collective efficacy in schools
include increasing the instructional knowledge and skills of the teachers, providing
collaborative opportunities for sharing skills and experiences, interpreting results of
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efforts and selecting actions to guide improved performance of educators, and including
the teachers in school based decisions (Brinson & Steiner, 2007). The RTI for
Academics process incorporates each of these recommended actions.
As Family Engagement and Physical Presence were both found to be significantly
correlated with collective efficacy, educators need to consider how to increase the levels
of family involvement in schools. This study revealed opportunities for increasing both
Family Engagement and Physical Presence. First, communication appears to be a
significant key for enhancing Family Engagement. Schools need to employ a variety of
methods for keeping parents well informed regarding their student's educational progress
and school activities. This includes the use of telephone calls, e-mails, letters, and
opportunities to meet with families to discuss the students' progress. Teachers and
administrators must also be accessible and respond quickly to the concerns of parents.
Districts or individual schools may want to consider implementing a policy that outlines
an acceptable response time for responding to parent contacts such as within twenty-four
hours of the initial contact. Two other influences on Family Engagement include parents
feeling that their involvement is welcomed by the school and that help is available for
their child when needed. Schools may want to consider current practices for involving
parents in the school as well as specific processes in place to help parents access help for
their children. Educating parents on how to initiate requests for help for their children is
also needed.
School processes that incorporate shared goals, opportunities to participate in
shared decision making, and empowering leadership from the principal have been found
to have a greater impact on the collective efficacy of teachers than previous student
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achievement (Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2004). Rtl for Academics offers a process
that incorporates each of these aspects and provides an opportunity for teachers to work
collaboratively with their colleagues and students' families in the meaningful work of
problem solving together towards the shared goal of helping the child work to remediate
areas of difficulty through the implementation of a team plan. Through participation in
this process, the team learns that they have the ability to impact the outcomes of students.

Parents' Trust
Trust in schools is especially important because it has been found to correlate
positively with perceptions of the faculty regarding their ability to plan and implement
courses of action that lead to success (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999). The development
of trusting relationships between families and schools is important to the collaboration of
parents' participation in school decision-making. In schools where the trust levels are
high, parental collaboration is more likely to occur (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). This is
particularly important as trust has been found to matter most when interdependence is
necessary to obtain the outcomes (Tschannen-Moran, 2004).
When SES was not a factor, the correlation between student achievement and
parents' Trust in the Teacher was significant. However, when SES was accounted for, the
relationship between student achievement and parents' trust in the teacher was no longer
significant. This seems to indicate that parents of students from low SES place more of
their trust for their child's achievement in the organization, specifically the
administration, high standards, and school safety to help their child succeed. This
indicates that parents of students from low socioeconomic status view the greatest factors
for helping their children achieve as those that are at the organizational level.

157
Implications for practice include building trust through the facet of increasing
teacher competence by providing ongoing professional development for educators in the
areas of the use of universal screening, data analysis, effective instructional strategies, the
selection and use of research-based interventions to match the needs ofthe students,
progress monitoring, and collaboration. Additionally, practices of administrators aimed
at retaining teachers such as mentoring and leadership opportunities should be
investigated and incorporated. Thoughtful selections of teacher candidates who are
willing to go the extra mile to help children achieve is imperative.
Research has also shown that trust among families and schools can be increased
through the improvement of communication between parents and schools. The nature of
the interactions have been found to matter more than the frequency of those interactions
for developing higher levels of trust (Adams & Christenson, 2000). Further, through the
use of policies and collaborative practices aimed at addressing the affective needs of
parents, parents' perceptions regarding their vulnerability and risk within the parent and
school relationship can be reduced (Adams, Forsyth, and Mitchell, 2009). The
collaborative meetings for reviewing student's achievement, selecting interventions, and
then monitoring this progress of Rtl for Academics allow parents to see for themselves
that the teacher believes the child can learn and is willing to go the extra mile to help
their child. This process helps parents increase their perceptions that teachers are fair,
care about their child, and are worthy of their trust. In tum, teachers have the opportunity
to engage parents and acknowledge their efforts in support of the student.
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Referrals for Special Education
Rtl for Academics is significantly correlated with teachers' perceptions of the
impact of Rtl on reducing the number of referrals for special education. Through
effective instruction and interventions, teachers are able to more effectively meet the
needs of struggling learners as part of the general education process. By incorporating
policies and establishing practices consistent with Rtl for Academics, school districts
have the opportunity to help more children meet success in general education classrooms.
A system of universal screening, professional development to build on effective
instructional practices in the general education classroom, research based interventions,
and progress monitoring must be in place. This involves establishing what will be used
for universal screening and may include developing district level criteria for what
constitutes on or below grade level performance in reading and common benchmark
assessments using curriculum based measures. Professional development should be
ongoing and targeted to the needs of the students being served by the teachers. For
example, if less than 80% of students are successful in the area of reading
comprehension, specific training to enhance classroom instruction should be provided for
teachers in that area. As educators work through the process of identifying the
interventions they currently have to address specific needs, a list of areas where there are
gaps between need and interventions available should be created. A team should then
work to investigate the research base behind the interventions advertised to address that
area in order to be more knowledgeable consumers of intervention programs.
Additionally, methods for monitoring students' progress should be specific and
measurable in order to determine the rate of progress. The availability of methods to
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monitor progress should be addressed as a district. If gaps are in place, a committee
should be formed to learn what is available to best be able to measure progress in each
area.
Student Achievement
While a significant relationship between Rtl for Academics and student
achievement in reading was not found, Family Engagement and Physical Presence were
significantly correlated with student achievement as were collective efficacy and three of
the four factors of parents' trust in schools even when controlling for socio-economic
status. These findings indicate that when Family Engagement, Physical Presence of
parents, Collective Efficacy of teachers, and Parents' Trust in the Administration, High
Standards, and School Safety are present, student achievement is more likely to be
greater than when these factors are not present.
The Multiple Regression revealed that 49% of the variance in student
achievement can be explained by students' SES. This leaves 51% of the variance
available for educators to influence. While the independent variables in this study did not
stand alone as significant predictors of the variance in student achievement when
controlling for socioeconomic status, collectively they do make quite an impact. When
combined, the factors of collective efficacy, parent's trust in schools, Rtl for Academics,
family involvement, and the reduction in the rate of referrals for special education explain
27% of the variance in student achievement. As the factors in this study are within our
control and have the combined capability to influence such a significant percentage of the
remaining variance, educators have an excellent opportunity to develop these areas and
positively influence the achievement for students in their schools.
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Recommendations for Further Research
This study considered the relationship of the variables of collective efficacy of
teachers, parents' trust in schools, and referrals for special education on student
achievement within the context of Rtl for Academics. While several significant
relationships were found among the variables, Rtl for Academics which included the use
of Universal Screening, Effective Instruction/Tiered Interventions, and Progress
Monitoring was only found to be significantly related to the reduction in referrals for
special education. With the number of referrals for special education dropping steadily
since the 2005-2006 school year in the studied district, it is possible that the first place
that improvements to student achievement materialize at statistically significant levels are
in the reduction of referrals for special education services as more children are meeting
success in general education classrooms. Additionally, the means for collective efficacy
and student achievement for the elementary schools in this district were unusually high
leaving little variability. Educators could learn more by expanding this study to a broader
range of schools including districts where there may be more variability in the student
population as well as collective efficacy and student achievement as this may provide a
better understanding of the relationship of Rtl for Academics to these variables.
Additional studies regarding the correlation of Rtl for Academics and student
achievement need to be conducted. It would be especially helpful to consider how the
students who have received services in the RTI for Academics process targeting
comprehension performed on the Reading SOL assessment. Additional studies that
investigate the impact of this process in the areas of phonics and reading fluency would
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also be helpful as the earliest interventions are more likely to target phonics and fluency.
The impact of Rtl for Academics on phonics and reading fluency may actually serve as
more accurate earlier predictors of the impact of this process on achievement as children
must first "learn to read", phonics and fluency, before they can "read to learn",
comprehend.
Studies are also needed to investigate the implementation fidelity of Rtl for
Academics in an effort to help develop a deeper understanding of the related practices
currently being implemented in each school. This might include a review of the training
participants received regarding their participation in this process, consideration of which
research-based interventions are available for use at each school, the collaboration
process, and the documentation for recording the progress students are making in regard
to the interventions being tried. Additionally, it would be interesting to use the Rtl
survey, empirically validated in this study, to measure the implementation status of the
academic components of Rtl in the schools in Virginia currently implementing
Instructional Consultation Teams (ICTs) as well as the VDOE identified pilot sites for the
implementation ofRti. Specifically, this measure could be completed by the external
coaches working with each school and then compared to the more comprehensive selfreport measures currently being utilized by these schools. Further, this study could be
expanded to investigate how schools are carving out time for the implementation of
interventions and collaboration with families and school personnel as well as who is
providing the interventions.
Specific practices that assist schools with increasing family involvement,
collective efficacy, and parents' trust in schools also need to be investigated and
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identified as these variables serve as significant predictors of higher levels of student
achievement. The impact of including parents in collaborative meetings with school
personnel including teachers, specialists in the area of difficulty, and administrators to
discuss the academic performance of their child who is not meeting academic
expectations, understand the interventions being tried, and participate in the process of
monitoring the student's progress on each of these variables would contribute greatly to
educator's understanding of the potential value of this collaboration on family
involvement, collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, and ultimately student
achievement.
Two additional suggestions for future study follow. First, future studies may want
to investigate the differences in parents' trust in schools and Family Engagement in
relation to schools that are able to meet the A YP requirements as opposed to those that
are not able to meet the requirements. A second area for consideration is the impact of
the co-teaching model of inclusion on the collective efficacy of teachers, referrals for
special education, and student achievement.
Final Thoughts
Response to Intervention for Academics offers educators an opportunity to
proactively meet the needs of struggling learners through early intervention and effective
instruction. While Rti entered the language of IDEA in 2004, additional information was
needed to better understand the implementation status at the district level within states.
Findings of this study add to the research base indicating that Rtl for Academics is
making its way into the 3 5 elementary schools within the district studied in Virginia.
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Most importantly, this studied revealed that while 49% of the variance in student
achievement can be explained based on the socio-economic status of the students, 51% of
the variance is still available for educators to influence. The development of collaborative
relationships among families and schools focused on a shared purpose is key to helping
each child experience academic success. When Rti for Academics, family involvement,
collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in schools, and reduced numbers of referrals
for special education are collectively present in schools, these factors account for 27% of
the variance in student achievement. This is an incredible opportunity as these factors
combined offer access to more than half of the 51% variance available for educators to
have within their ability to impact.
Finally, while theSES of students is not within the ability of educators to control,
the development of collective efficacy of teachers, parents' trust in schools, Rti for
Academics, family involvement, and the number of referrals for special education are
variables over which schools can control. In schools where these variables are in place,
students are more likely to perform at higher levels. Rtl for Academics is a framework
that offers opportunities for facilitating the development of practices known to contribute
to the develop~ent of collective efficacy, parents' trust in schools, and family
involvement. During these times when educators seek to meet the needs of every learner,
the variables investigated in this study provide an excellent opportunity to increase
student achievement for students by fostering the development of these relationships
using the process of Rti for Academics within the schools.
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Appendix A
Alignment ofthe Forsyth and Adams (2004) Measure of Parent Trust
and the NPS Parent Climate Survey
Code: E =Exact Match; A= Approximate Match
....

L This school is always ready to help.

•

•

•·

A.
A.
A.
A.
A.

NPS8. My child has access to extra help at school, if needed.
NPS17. Teachers at my child's school are helpful.
NPS23. I can get help for my child from the school if needed.
NPS34. Students can depend on teachers for help.
NPS38. Teachers are willing to go the extra mile to help my child.
.
2. This school has high standards for all kids. :
E. NPS 24. This school has high standards for all.
A.NPSI. The school sets high standards for academic performance.
A. NPS7. The content of my child's courses is challenging.

..

.

·.

.

3. This school keeps me wellinformed~

E. NPS 25. This school keeps me well informed.
A. NPS 10. Community members attend meetings to stay informed about our school.
A. NPS20. The school's administration uses a variety of methods to effectively
communicate with parents about school activities and student education.
A. NPS40. I am kept informed about my child's progress.
A. NPS57. I regularly attend parent-teacher conferences.
:t•. . ~i~~ ~tthisscho()L~r~ wellcaredJor!., . . :..:<, . ;.' <.<. •. . • . . ,; ' '· ·. ' .. ..:·"... .....:•..
A. NPS35. People at the school care about my child.
.
...

s~:::'l"'his sclfool always 'does 'iV.IlaJ7it.is'~upi>_osed . to. >

'

·.

.

.. , ··,......

·,xJ . . . . ··•···.·.:.. · •·.· · · ·.•

A. NPS3. Academic achievement is recognized and acknowledged by the school.
A. NPS9. I am satisfied with the overall instruction my child has received at this school.
',· .... ,.;·;.
''.
·6:' At thi~ ~~hooi,:r~know . Iwin be liste11~<l to. . ;'·• · . •

·' ····<

Ji

'

A. NPS12. I can reach my child's teacher(s) easily.
A. NPS21. The school's administration is accessible, and responds to my concerns I a
timely manner.
A. NPS26. School personnel listen to me if I have a concern.

"k.rl never worry ·ah'oiifntf'chfld '\vlien he~~/she's there ..

'·

...

.

··,.
.

:··

'.

,;·.

.~

A. NPS4. The learning environment is orderly.
A. NPS27. I don't have to worry about my child when he/she is at school.
A. NPS41. My child is safe at school.
A. NPS42. The school's administration places priority on an orderly, safe and secure
learning environment.
A. NPS44. My child can talk to someone at school if they do not feel safe.

K This sclloolis.a1ways . hone~t with· me.
A. NPS.28. School personnel are honest.

;

'

·.,.

<

'

'
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A. NPS2. This school has done a good job teaching my child how to read.
A. NPS33. Teachers at my child's schools are good at teaching.
A. NPS32. Teachers at my child's school do a terrific job .

.10. lreall truslthis school.
A.NPS16. Teachers at my child's school are fair.
A. NPS29. I trust that the school's personnel are looking out for my child's best
interests.
A. NPS 36. Teachers at the school are trustworthy.
A. NPS37. Teachers at this school believe that my child can learn.
A. NPS39. I respect my child's teacber(s).
A.NPS43. Student discipline is enforced fairly and consistently.
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Appendix B
School Means for Rtl, Family Engagement, and Physical Presence

School
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

RTIMean
3.93
2.33
3.07
4.0
2.41
3.83

-3.89
3.95
3.69
4.00
3.67
3.48
3.58
3.50
3.43
3.26
3.89
3.74
3.63
4.00
3.33
3.33
3.39
3.82
3.85
3.43
3.57
2.43
3.64
2.07
2.22
3.39
3.94
3.82

Family Engagement
Mean
4.0
4.20
3.95
4.21
4.24
3.48
3.65
4.46
4.34
4.04
4.15
4.30
4.10
4.22
4.23
4.12
4.36
4.35
4.31
3.82
4.17
4.29
4.07
4.42
4.15
4.21
3.99
4.31
4.43
4.25
4.07
4.04
4.06
4.43
3.95

Physical Presence
Mean
3.53
3.58
4.17
3.99
3.94
4.02
4.09
3.77
3.80
3.74
3.56
3.67
3.85
3.85
3.65
4.10
3.95
4.36
3.87
3.23
3.78
3.79
3.89
3.71
3.40
3.55
3.44
3.54
4.23
3.65
3.88
3.80
3.55
3.75
3.79
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Appendix C
Mean Student Achievement for Reading by School

School

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

Grade 3 Reading
SOL Mean

421
467
449
479
480
447
428
488
429
476
445
454
471
461
479
453
473
509
470
407
445
442
430
478
437
464
440
455
504
446
436
439
474
455
444

Grade 4 Reading
SOL Mean

Grade 5 Reading Grades 3-5
SOL Mean
Grand Mean

448
508
475
497
442
494
463
501
466
473
468
469
465
473
507
472
480
516
489
419
460
455
466
497
448
511
486
449
499
471
472
475
483
507
453

457
485
491
481
454
477
461
492
479
462
470
486
464
466
501
468
479
507
476
448
466
447
487
478
448
484
477
472
520
475
454
451
488
502
478

442
487
472
486
459
473
451
494
458
470
461
470
467
467
496
464
477
511
478
425
457
448
461
484
444
486
468
459
508
464
454
455
482
488
458
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AppendixD
District Mean by Item for the Implementation Level of Rtl for Academics
Item

Mean

S.D.

Range

Academic interventions are in place for students most in
need.

3.60

.60

2.00 -4.00

Assessments are utilized to monitor progress frequently,
especially for students receiving interventions.

3.63

.60

1.67-4.00

Data is collected, analyzed, and used to guide decisions
with instruction and interventions.

3.74

.54

2.00-4.00

A problem-solving approach is used to assist staff in
identifying effective interventions and instructional
strategies for struggling students.

3.38

.63

1.67-4.0

A clearly defined RTI process is in place for academics.

3.07

.79

1.0-4.0

RTI is used as part of the process for identification for
special education.

3.29

.76

1.0-4.0

Research-based academic interventions are available for
students not successful with the general curriculum.

3.35

.78

1.00-4.00

Collaborative meetings are held regularly and attended
by staff to discuss student work and progress.

3.32

.81

1.00-4.00

A common screening assessment is used for all students
at least 3 times per year.

3.67

.70

1.00-4.00
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• Erase cleanly any marks you wish ro change.

47

cnRRifr

46
45
44

_,)'~"R'!CT •

:g_ _Z.L!:l'<'llt:<J

43

42
41

....

,._,_

fP!ease indicate your opinion on each item
1 by selecting a number for each item.

40

.. _____________ ,

:yc~!';:·:-:'T?-lJ1 ~:

~:

below~-

~

;;. '37
i 36

""!

~~~H~,,~~~·~nl~u~c~h~c~a~n~v~o~u~d~o~l~o~:----~~------------------------~-=---=--~--~--~--~--~--~--~!35

iAI:_~-"~tl"l''_?i:'"~Pt!\i:b_~ll_~~i~Ln_.tll_:_:!~~:'~()O~-- ------------L (i) (?) (;\) @ (~ ® (f) ®
34
f-A2-:-:c.:_M:_o:_t:_iv:_a:.cte:.cs:.c·tu::.:d:c:e:::nts=-"--'""=-':::h:.ow=-lo::.:w_.......in_tc:..rc-:-st:c...:..in_.s:.cc:::h:.oo::.:l_w--':_".=k_ _ _ _ _-_--_--_--_----+T_ffi~.i:....---_---_,-(?l~£_----_---_:-®,:::----------..;@~----_-·..::@~~~~Ct;:..·'·_..;. .:....._:::=---! 33
IAJ. Calm a student who is disruptive or noisy
I 0 @ @ @ (?)
<J)
f_A_4_.~_l_clp you_r_stu_d_e_nt_s_vatu~ lcamin'-'g'------

=t:9)

@

____l_(D

CV

_____

!A5.Craftgoodqucsrionstbryourstudcnts
jA-Ulave students foll~w cla.-;.;;;~;;;;:;.les______

i A 7. Have students believe they can do well in school work
A8. Establish a classroom management system with each group of students

®

@ ®
~-®

j

G)

1%1

®

@

®

@

(i)

@
® 31
~--~ 30
(?)
29

,.

CD

@
@
@

@
@
(:i)

(.j)
@
@

(§)

(j)

r_a)

Q)
(j)

1[1

(5)

®
®
®

@

®

@

®

@

(f)

G)
(i)
_G)

A9. Use a variety of assessment slmlcgies

@ @
@ -~

(5.)

®

®t

(~

(~n 28
@ 27
@ • 26

-~---~~ 25
CD @ @ @ (i) ® (V ® @~ 24
_(_l)____g;__~ __@_ __ __@___ _(~__ _(?)_ ®._ ::W.l23

At 0. Provide an alternative explanation or example. when students are confused
I All-:-A~ist til.;;·tics in helping their children do well in school

.-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~'22

I How much can trarhrrs in vour school d<! to:

IA I J. l'roduc~~~!l_ful student ~_g__________
! -~ 14. Get students to believe they can do well in school work

IA~~ expectations clear about appropriate student behavior
j_~blish_rules a~d proce<!t:':es that facilitate learning

21

~

I CD

cv

@ __..!:j)
(;\) @

@

®

_1-)_Cf) -~-'~ , 20
@

cv_

([I

®TI 9

-(~-G)~.>@(r.)·-~(~5G)
@ @ @
® (§) (f) ( [ ) - -

- - · (1)
1

! At 7. Help students master complex content

[~t_ll.:_f~~~l_'!!_~-~-~-"-~-nE.<:'.!'!anding_<_>.!:._acad_:~i~--"'-'~~P!'.-----'------------1

I A 19. Help students think critically
.A20. Foster student creativity

i All. Help students feel safe while they are at school

i})

·

(j)

@

@

@

@

@

(j)

(Ji)

17

@

CD_®__ ~~.})____gz__(~---~~--~.Q __@___Cip
CD @ ('i) @ @ (6) (V ® ®
G) ® ~@®-0-@ ®
(j)
@ (ii)
@
@
@
(!)
@
®

!~I~I~~~~~~i~1;~~f~~~~~~=-~~=~-----~~=-~~=------~==~===----t~=~-;~~~~~----~~==:1~=~t-=J=~f®
A24. Respond to detiant students

18

G)

(?)

G)

@)

(5).

@

(f)

®

9

8
7

6
5

<Next Page>

4

3

•

2

185

53

Public Schools Teacher Climate Survey 2008-09

sz

~~,-------------------------------~{_p_a_g_e___2__)______________,-~~~-~~-~~
,' t<~'

.:~6
~5

-,

l)

Please indicate your opinion on each item below by selecting a number
for each item ranging from (1) Strongly Disagree to (6) Strongly Agree

~-

f-----------------------------------l
In your sehoul:

I
i

t:/

~;
~-

r

l

.:;

B l. Students care about each other
C82:-Teachers typically look'Out for each other
·-i 2 I B3. Teachers have faith in the integrity of the school's administration
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by selecting a number for each item.
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i 027. Organized community groups (e.g., PTA, PTO) meet regularly to discuss school issues
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j 028. School people are responsive to the needs and concerns expresseC:~_community members
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Answer Key: A -Strongly Agree

B -Agree C- Neutral D-Disagree E- Strongly Disagree
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~-.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each item. If you do not feel
t.j

.n

...

.<:-

you have enough knowledge or experience concerning some particular
item below to answer the question, skip it and leave it blank.
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•:O _!:_The school sets high standards for audemic performance
® @ © © ®
~-~ The school bas done a good job teaching ~y ~!:::ld:_:h:o:::.w.::_::t::.o..:.r_::ea::d::.·___~----------- -~~~~-@~
3~__A:cll~_.,ll1i~ ac~l~l'!!'."llt_is r"c()gJ1~ed and acknowle~ged_~yth" school
~:_!~.,~.,~~-ll!lll:,.,ll!~~ll~..!ll!i•_.,!!!.,r.:!x _______________.._________________
___________
5. The school's administration is active iJ1_s_ch_o_o_l_a~!!.::ti..:.e•=-------------------
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A

® @ © © ®
® ® © ® ® ·
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©.~
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19. I often \'Oiunteer for activities at school
20. The school's administration uses a variety or methods to effectively communicate

@

_@___{jj>

®

?0 . ---~!!~J!.ll.~!ll_t~,_a_b_~u.!._!l_<:_lt.'l..'l..!.ll.~!!~_l_!!~!!.'d stu__!l!".!.~«!':!~ll.t_l~".:_ ___________ ____:__ ___________ -~-~--~--®--~-
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- - - - - - - - - - - - - -~---~---~---@__®

n ---------------··'----~---------27. 1 don't have to worry about mv child when he/she is at school
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31. Student try hard to improve in their schoolwork
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B -Agree C- Neutral

D-Disagree
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E- Strongly Disagree
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Please indicate your level of agreement with each item. If you do not feel
you have enough knowledge or experience concerning some particular
item below to answer the question, skip it and leave it blank.
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135. People at the school care about my child
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What grade waul~ you give your child's school?
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General and Special education teacher feedback is critical to review and support inclusion
programs and practices in
schools. The Inclusion Teacher Survey 2009 was adapted
and based on best practices from inclusion research.
Overall, the survey will address 5 main areas: Background, Policy, Classroom Practices,
Effects of Inclusion, and Support for Inclusion Practices. A short survey about Response to
Intervention (RTI) is included at the end of the Inclusion Teacher Survey.
The .
,:;chool Board is interested in using the web for conducting district surveys about
our prugrams. Survey results will be grouped for the report, and teacher names will not be
collected or identified. School principals have been informed about the survey. This survey
will be sent to the general and special ed. collaborative teachers in the elementary schools.
If you prefer to take the survey in paper-pencil, or have anv questions about the survey,
please contact
Thanks for
your help!
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1. How many years have you been teaching?

01-3

0

0

4-5

6-10

0

>10

6-10

0

>10

2. How many years have you been teaching inclusion?

01-3

0

0

4-5

3. What is your present assignment?

0
0

General Ed. Inclusion Teacher
Special Ed. Inclusion Teacher

4. What is your present school(s) assignment for inclusion?

5. Approximately, what part of most days do you work with inclusion students receiving special
education services in the general ed. class?

0

More than 1/2 day

0

1/2 day or less

0

None

6. This year, are you working with students who have the following disabilities: (check all that apply)

0
0
0

Emotional Disabilities

0

Physical Disabilities

0

Speech

0

Blind/Impairment

0
0
0
0
0

Deaf/Hearing Impairment
Learning Disabilities

Development Delay/Early Childhood
Mental Retardation
Traumatic Brain Injury
Autism
Multiple Conditions

7. What professional staff Is generally In the classroom?

0
0
0
0

Gen. Ed. Teacher
Spec. Ed. Teacher
Both Teachers
Related Services & Teachers
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8. Please respond to each statement about the inclusion program at your school(s):
Agree

Disagree

Don't Know

The inclusion program has a clear, child-centered mission
that reflects the district and school's commitment to

0

0

0

inclusion education.
Inclusion is provided across all grade levels (i.e. students
with disabilities will move to the next grade level with

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

their classmates).
Necessary· physical adaptations for students are made
prior to their placement.
IEPs for inclusion students are written specifically for
implementation in general education, with modifications
and supports needed.
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9. Please respond to each statement about the inclusion practices in your classes:
Collaborative teaching between general and special ed.
teachers occurs frequently.
Inclusion students are provided appropriate level of
special education instructional support in the classroom.
The curriculum is adapted as needed to accommodate
the special and individual needs of all students.
Alternative instruction methods are used to adapt
curriculum to accommodate needs of all students.
Positive behavioral support strategies are used.
Collaborative teachers have regular scheduled time to
plan, communicate, problem solve, and monitor student
progress.
Inclusion students' academic achievement and social
gains are continuously monitored by both general and
special ed. teachers.
The inclusion classroom has appropriate class size, and
ratio of disabled to non-disabled students.
General ed. teachers work as team members with special
ed. teachers, parents, and needed specialists.
Technology and classroom modifications are available in
the classroom to meet the inclusion students' needs.

Agree

Disagree

Don't Know

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

10. What do you think would Improve learning in your Inclusion classroom?

I

j
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11. Please respond to each statement about the inclusion experiences in your classes:
Agree

0

Disagree

Don't Know

0

Students with disabilities in the inclusion class are
expected to meet the same expectations as other
students.

0

0

0
0

Academic achievement is better for students with
disabilities in the Inclusion class.
Social skills are better for students with disabilities in the
inclusion class.
Students with disabilities in the inclusion class have
behavior problems that disrupt the instructional program
a disproportionate amount of time.
Nondisabled students have positive attitudes towards
students with disabilities.
Parents of general and special ed. students have positive
attitudes towards Inclusion education.
Inclusion educators are willing and open to teaching
inclusion (i.e. they are not forced into it).
Teaching In inclusion settings helps teachers develop
new skills that enhance their teaching repertoire, and
valuable in any instructional setting.
Inclusion teachers are highly respected by their
colleagues and administrators.

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0

0

0

The inclusion classroom climate is positive and accepting
of individual differences.

Open Comments:
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12. Please respond to each statement about the inclusion practices in your school:
Agree

Disagree

Don't Know

The total faculty feels a strong sense of
responsibility for all students, including

0

0

0

students with disabilities.
Administrators are committed to inclusion,
and responsive to immediate, everyday

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

concerns regarding inclusion.
General Ed. Instructional coordinators and
specialists provide curriculum support to
inclusion teachers.
Resource teachers support students with
disabilities.
Appropriate district funding for resources
and staff is clearly present in the inclusion
program.
Adequate planning and staff development
time is allotted for Inclusion staff.
The inclusion staffing model supports
student success.
Open comments:
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13. Inclusion staff receive excellent, ongoing professional training for students with disabilities in each
area listed: (check all that apply)

Curriculum modification and instruction
Alternative assessments and practices
Collaboration and consultation skills
Effective co-teaching skills and strategies
Social-emotional issues
Attend conferences
Observations of other inclusion teachers
Behavior/discipline management and
strategies
Grading procedures and policies
IEPs and legal issues
Inclusion concepts
Student disabilities
Additional Special Ed. endorsement/licensure
Collaboration between disabled and
nondisabled students
Self-determination (i.e. self-monitoring and
self· management) for students with
disabilities

Agree

Disagree

Don't Know

More Training
Needed

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0
0
0

0

0
0
0

0

0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

Open Comments:
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Response to Intervention (RTI) was designed and supported by IDEA to unite the efforts of
special and general educators in a proactive process to help all children achieve the
successful outcomes called for in the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001.
Response to Intervention is defined as "the practice of providing high quality instruction and
interventions matched to student need (for general education students), monitoring progress
frequently to make decisions about changes in instruction or goals, and applying child
response data to important educational decisions" (National Association of State Directors of
Special Education, 2006, p. 2).
Below are some questions about RTI that will provide valuable information for
Schools.

Public

14. Please Indicate the academic implementation level(s) for the following RTI components in your
school and/ or district.
Will
Already in
Fully
Fully
Beginning Implement
Early
ImplementedDiscussions in 2009- Implementationlmplemented
2010
Stages
L A general curriculum is available to all students,
2. A common screening assessment is used for all
students at least 3 times per year.
3. Research- based academic interventions are
available for students not successful with the ·
general curriculum.
4. Academic Interventions are in place for
students most in need.
5, Assessments are utilized to monitor progress
frequently, especially for students receiving
interventions.
6. Data Is collected, analyzed and used to guide
decisions with instruction and interventions.
7. RTI Is used as a part of the process for
identification for special education.
8. Collaborative meetings are held regularly and
attended by all staff to discuss student work and
progress.
9. A problem-solving approach is used to assist
staff in identifying effective interventions and
instructional strategies for struggling students.
10. A clearly defined RTI process is in place for
academics.

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
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15. Parents of struggling students are invited to attend collaborative meetings about their student's
work and progress.
0Yes
0No

16. To what extent has Response to Intervention reduced the number of referrals to special education?

0
0
0
0
0

Reduced 50% or more
Reduced 10-49%
Reduced less than 10%
Has not reduced
Insufficient at this time
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12. Please respond to each statement about the inclusion practices in your school:
The total faculty feels a strong sense of
responsibility for all students, including
students with disabilities.
Administrators are committed to Inclusion,
and responsive to immediate, everyday
concerns regarding inclusion.
General Ed. Instructional coordinators and
specialists provide curriculum support to
inclusion teachers.
Resource teachers support students with
disabilities.
Appropriate district funding for resources
and staff is clearly present in the inclusion
program.
Adequate planning and staff development
time is allotted for Inclusion staff.
The inclusion staffing model supports
student success.

Agree

Disagree

Don't Know

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

"'

~R ~ •~

Open comments:
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Appendix H
Teacher Survey: 5 Questions About Response to Intervention (RTI)

Exit this survey

>>

Teacher Survey: 5 Questions About Response To Intervention (RTI)
I

too%

1

RTI is defined as the practice of providing individual instructional interventions matched
to specified general education student need, monitoring progress frequently, and
applying child performance (response) data to educational decisions.
Below are 5 questions about RTI that will provide valuable information

· )

This RTI survey is open to all teachers in your school.
If you have any questions, please contact your Assistant Principal

Please complete the survey by Friday, October 2.
Thanks for your help!
1. What is your current assignment?

c

General Ed. Teacher

r

General Ed. Inclusive Teacher

r

Special Ed. Inclusive Teacher

r

Para-professional

r

Other

2.. What is your current school(s) assignment?
3. Please indicate the academic implementation level(s) for the following IRTI components
in your school and/or district.
Early
Scheduled
Fully
Beginning
Implementation
Implementation
Implemented
S
Discussions
tages
in 2009-10
1. A general curriculum is available to all
students.
2. A common screening assessment is used
for all students at least 3 times per year.
3. Research-based academic interventions
are available for students not successful with
the general curriculum.
4. Academic interventions are in place for
students most in need.

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

5. Assessments are utilized to monitor
progress frequently, especially for students

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=qTzETluNj09kx7JsFUitiw_3d_3d
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receiving interventions.
6. Data is collected, analyzed and used to
guide decisions with instruction and
interventions.
7. RTI is used as a part of the process for
identification for special education.
8. Collaborative meetings are held regularly
and attended by all staff to discuss student

r

r
r

r

r

work and progress.
9. A problem-solving approach is used to
assist staff in identifying effective
interventions and instructional strategies for
struggling students.
10. A clearly defined RTI process is in place
r
r
r
r
for academics.
4. Parents of struggling students are invited to attend collaborative meetings about their
student's work and progress.

r

Yes

r

No

5. To what extent has Response to Intervention reduced the number of referrals to special
education?

r

Reduced 50% or more

r

Reduced 10-49%

r

Reduced less than 10%

r

Has not reduced

r

Insufficient at this time

Done»
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